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ABSTRACT 
The materials attached to Jeroboam and David have 
been shaped to present these two kings as contrasting models 
of kingship. - Jeroboaýn emerges as the model of disfavour and 
David as the model of favour. There is some similarity and 
interaction in the reports of the two kings' rise to kingship, 
but this does not seem to extend beyond these report3 
(I Kings'11: 1-12: 24; I Sam 15-11 Sam 5). The element of 
favour which is present in the account of Ahijah's desig- 
nation of Jeroboam (I Kings 11: 29ff), is transformed into 
a very strong element of disfavour. Jeroboam becomes the 
Unheilsherrscher who leads his dynasty and his kingdom to 
destruction (I Kings 14: 6ff). The sin created by Jeroboamts 
establishment of the rival shrines of Dan and Bethel, becomes 
a vortex that sucks into its realm of destruction each 
northern king and each generation. 
Although there is a strong element of disfavour in 
the Davidic traditions (cf. II Sam. 11-20), the king still 
emerges as the ideal representative of the model of favour. 
His establishment of what is to be understood as Israel's 
only legitimate shrine, i. e. that of the Ark in Jerusalem, 
constitutes the important event that creates David into 
'the model of favour. It is cn the basis of the close 
associati; n between David and the Ark that his dynasty is 
declared Israel's legitimate dynasty (II Sam. 6: 20-23) that 
will last forever (7: lff). The merging of these traditions 
about Ark (cult) and dynasty creates the model of favour as 
represented by David, as the direct opposite of the model 
of disfavour as represented by Jeroboam. 
itt 
The prototypes of disfavour (Jeroboam) and 
favour (David) are re-created around several other 
kings in the Samuel-Kings material. In this way kingship 
becomes inextricably bound up with the contrasting 
experiences of Israel, Samuel-Kings stands as a gallant 
attempt to come to grips with ýhe many conflicting 
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INTRODUCTION 
The need to come to grips with, and to make sense 
of the numerousýconflicting experiences of life and history, must 
have been one of the motivating forces behind human reflection 
throughout the centuries. The world's literature, ancient and 
modern, is full of this type of reflection. It is very pronounced 
in the Biblical material which represents centuries of reflection 
upon the conflicting experiences of, life and history. 
The material of the books of Samuel and Kings constitutes 
a deep wrestling with some of Israel's contrasting experiences 
of history. There is some revelling in the glory and infIluence 
which David brought't6 his kingdom, as there is great agonizing 
over the division of-the Davidic kingdom (I Kings 11: 1ff), the 
lost of the northern kingdom. (II Kings 17: 7ff), and even more sot 
the destruction of Jerusalem and the South (II Kings 21tlOff; 
23: 26-27; 24: 3-4). 
These two contrasting sides of the experiences of 
history converge in the institution of kingship. The king 
becomes the one who is accountable for every experience of his 
nation, be it a positive or a negative experience. This leads 
us. to view kingship as it is presented in Samuel and Kingstas 
primarily a literary and theological construction whose chief 
function is to account for the bitter-sweet experiences of history. 
Each of the kings we meet in Samuel and Kings has been 
created in a -particular literary-tbeological mould to provide an 
answer to one dimension of this experience. It seems however 
that a few of the kings, David, Jehu, Hezekiah and Josiahveombine 
the two contrasting dimensions. It is therefore withinýtbe 
material now attached to these kings that the wrestling process 
2 
mentioned is at its most intensed. 
The tendency to create a king in a particular mould 
has been identified as one of the characteristics of some of the 
material attached to the kings. It has been identified in the 
material relating the rise of Davi d to kingship, 
1 
as well as in 
the Hezekiah and Josiah materials. 
2 But this also holds true 
for the material now attached to the kings Jeroboam I, Ahab, 
Ahaziah, Jehu and Manasseh. This seems to suggest that an analysif 
of kingship in Samuel and Kings will have to be to a large extent 
a literary analysis, if we are to grasp how this institution 
represents a deep and sometimes agonizing wrestling with the 
experiences of history. 
I 
Much attention has been given in recent times to the 
need for a literary aýproach to the Old Testament material. This 
according to Jobling, represents as in the case of Alter's workq 
a 11 'paradigm shift' in biblical studies from a predominantly 
,, 3 historicist to a literary or more generally sytchronic approach 
It seems however that this also represents a mýve away from 
the 'what really happen' approach, to an attempt to appreciate 
thLp Old Testament material as literature. 
It is this approach which transforms tbe, Old Testament 
material from being a repository of eventsand traditions from the 
distant past, into a collection of incisive comments and indeed 
reflections on the experiences of history. Withifi Samuel and 
Kings, kingsbip functions as the catchment within which these 
I comments and reflections are to be found, shaping this institu- 
tion into one which is made to provide some answers to the 
conflicting experiences of history. 
Along with the need to appreciate the Old Testament as 
3 
literaturep there is another needo the need to appreciate the 
profound theological statements and insights contained therein. 
The literary and the theological nuances, of the texts must be 
held tog. ether, if we are to-grasp many of the subtle queries being 
raised as all the lofty theologicai ideals are squared with the 
harsh realities of historical experience. In Samuel and Kings, 
this is very much at work, as those responsible for the present 
shape of the material sought to reconcile the idealism of the 
Davidic tradition with defeat, destruction and exile. Theology 
and literary technique merge in the quest for answers to 
difficult and perplexing questions. 
Alter has correctly pointed out, that very often in the 
pastv the emphasis on the theological (religious) dimensions of 
the text has-created several problems. He claims that this was 
often done at the expense of the literary dimensions of the text. 
Concerns for such phenomena as character, motive and narrative 
designs were neglected primarily because of the preseupposition 
that the Bible is the revelation of ultimate truth. The bibli- 
cal view of man, the, biblical notion of the soul and the biblical 
vision of eschatology were often seen at the important questions 
to be brought to the biblical text. 4 
Alter has identified the pitfall which results from 
placing mostp if not all of our emphasis on the theological 
dimensions, of the text at-the expense ofithe literary dimension. 
However we should not be led into an 'either-or' approach to the 
material. To fully appreciate the biblical material we will 
have to adopt. a 'both-and' as opposed to an 'either-or' approach. 
This understanding is captured in a comment of Gunn when he claimat 
Obviously one of the dimensions of 
seriousness in Old Testament narrative'' 
is likely to be a theological dimension. 
4 
It is not the only dimension but it is 
an important one ...... it is helpful in discussing such literature to bear in mind 
the "theological" aspect indicates te 
"seriousness" of the literature ..... 
The literary approach is indeed helpful and can some- 
times be very-illuminating, but it must be held alongside the 
theological questions raised by the text. Scholars like Polzin, 
Gunn. Jobling and Conroy among otherst have all demonstrated the 
importance of literary analysis for a better understanding of the 
material of Samuel and Kings, especially that relating. to David. 
6 
As they point out, a narrative like the one telling of the 
succession to David's throne (II Sam. 9-20; I Kings 1-2), is brim 
full of literary techniques which if grasped, can help us to 
understand the story far better. 
7 But we can also maintained 
that the story is also brim full of theology. The literary 
techniques employed by the writer seem to be put to work to 
create a story with a profound theological message. It draws 
out the relationship between sin, judgement and election. This 
is primarily a theological concern rather than a literary one. 
In our study of kingship in Samuel and Kings, we will 
be holding the -literary and theological dimensions of the material 
together. The kings will be treated not as historical Personali- 
ties, but as the literary-theological creations of the narrators. 
As such kingship becomes a malleable institution whose shape is 
largely determined by certain theological concerns and literary 
techýniques. 
The institution emerges from Samuel and Kings in the 
form of two distinct, and sometimes conflicting models of 
r kingship. These can be termed the model of favour and the 
model of disfavour. In these models, we will argue, kingship 
is made to account for all the varied and contrasting and indeed 
0 
conflicting experiences of history. Theological ideals and 
national humiliation, hope and bitter disappointment are all 
held together in kingship.. 
- The way in which kingship wrestles with these experi- 
ences, is explored first of all in what we identify as the-two 
prototypes of the models., David and Jeroboam I. The first part 
of our study will be a look at how these prototypes are developed. 
We will seek to draw out some of the theological concerns as well 
as identify some of the literary techniques employed by the narra- 
tors in the creation-of the prototypes. 
The starting point of our study is the exploration of 
the stories recounting the rise of Jeroboam and David to power. 
This is done at what can be termed the literary level, 'the level 
of the structure of the two stores, but also at tbe, theological 
level. The themes of election and rejection (judgement) are 
given some prominence in our discussion. The extent-to which 
these themes lend support to the structure of the two stories 
will also be touched on. 
Chapters*two, three and fouri explore the development 
of the prototypes in the material beyond that which recounts the 
rise of Jeroboam and David to kingship. To facilitate our 
analysis as well as to be faithful to the literary and theological 
dimensions of the text, ý-we have employed three major themes 
which will assist us in our isolation of the models of kingship. 
These themes can be understood as functioning as the framework 
around which kingship in Samueland Kings is largely-constructed. 
They are, I 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence. 
i 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
These themes will. guide our analysis-of the material in the 
second part of-our study (Chapters five to seven) as well. 
The three major themes cpnstitute the dynastic and 
cultic pillars upon which the models of kingship in Samuel and 
Kings are constructed. They will enable us to draw out from the 
material, the important elements which function to create'tbe 
kings we discuss into contrasting models of kingship. They help 
us to identify the constituent literary-theological blocks used 
to create the mould of kingship Into which a particular king is 
cast* , i' " 
The themes will also lead us to what is one of the most 
burning issues emerging from the books of Samuel and Kingsq tte 
issue of survival. " The survival of dynasties afid national cults9 
but more important the I survival of the nation (kingdom) is 
introduced into the models at a very early stage. Indeed much of 
the material which is used in the creation of the prototypes 
revolves around the question of why aýparticular dynasty and 
national cult did or did not survive. It is from this question 
that the reasons, for the survival and/or destruction of the 
kingdoms are drawn out. II 
But we can also see the three major themes as leading 
us to ask. three basic questions, which in turn determine the type 
of model of kingship a particular king represents. These ques- 
tions can be-set out in relationship to the theme as follows: 
A. Israel's legitimate dynastys The Davidic dynasty or the 
dynasties-of the North? r 
B. rThe legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence: 
The Ark of, Jerusalem or the bull symbols of Dan and 
BAhel? 
7 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh'cult: Jerusalem, J, o,, 
the South, or Dan and Bethel (and Samaria), i. e., 
the North? 
This enables us to see how the themes interact with each other 
as well as support eacb otber. - II 
This interaction will become very important for the 
development of'the models. The bias towards the-Davidic dynasty 
under 'A'. the foundation of which is laid in the first: stage, 
i. e., his rise to kingship, leads to an option for the Ark 
in IB'01' , Thi's option is'cemented by having the legitimateking 
(dynasty) of the'first stage, adopt'the Ark as the national 
cultic symbol in the second stage (ch. 2). It is also in this 
second stage that the option for the Davidic dynasty and the Ark, 
can be contrasted with the negative image being created around 
Jeroboam because of his rejection of the Davidic dynasty and 
the Ark (cf. I Kings 12: 26ff). 
It is, the answers given, to the questions raised in 
relation to 'A' and IBI, which will determine that given tj the 
question-raised by ICI. The option for the Davidio dynasty and 
the Ark will constitute a declaration that it is at Jerusalem 
that Yahweh's legitimate cult is to be found. But the other 
side of the declaration is that the cult centres of the North 
are all devoid of this legitimacy. 
This third theme 'C', brings us to the very heart of 
the question-of survival. It-is here 1nore so tbanunder the 
others that the contrasting sides of national experience are 
held together, and the reasons. for the destruction of the king- 
doms given. The question of why national humiliation and des- 
truction do finds some answers under 'A' and IBIv but it is 
8 
under-'C' where the cultic'status of the national cult come 
in for scrutiny, that the reasons for the destruction of the 
nation is explicitly-given. 
Along with our three major themes, we will attempt 
to isolate at the end of chapters two to seveng five other 
themes which can be termed minor themes. If the three major 
themes can be seen to lead us into the question of national 
survival, the five minor ones attempt to draw out the contrast 
between the two kings being discussed. They identify some of 
the important acts attributed to the kings which are used to 
shape them into models of favour or. models of disfavour. 
In the second part of our'study, we will show bow 
other kings are created into representatives of the models created 
around, Jeroboam and David. Once more the kings are dealt with 
in pairs. These pairs are: 
Ahab and Josiah (Chapter five) 
Abaziah and Hezekiah (Chapter six) 
Jehu and Manasseh (Chapter seven) 
The material attached to these kings is analysed with the use of 
our three major themes as in the first part of our study. 
The pairs of kings listed above have been chosen because 
of what can be termed a measure of compatibility between the 
kings of each pair. It can be argued for example, that both 
Ahab and Josiah are the most extensive re-creations of the pro- 
totypes Jeroboam and David respectively. Similarly, it can be 
argued that Ahaziah and Hezekiah and two less extensive re-cre- 
ations of the prototypes. 
Jehu and Manasseh will be treated as the two odd 
representatives of the prototypes. Jehu a northern king, is 
credited with extensive reforms (II Kings 9: 11f; 10: 1ff)j 
0 
whereas Manasseh a southern Davidic king is identified as the 
one who rejects the Yahweh cult, and brings destruction to his 
kingdom (II Kings 21). Jebu becomes the only northern king 
to be credited with a significant amount of favour, while 
Manasseh is compared with Ahab beýause of his making of an 
Asherah (II Kings 21: 3). He is thus compared with the worst 
northern king beyond Jeroboam. Our main interest in the Jebu 
and Manasseh'material is to discover how the two kings compare 
with each'-other. 'and also how they'effect the re-creation of 
the models. 
In our final chapter (ch. 8), we discuss the relation- 
ship between the models of, kingship and the exile of the 
North and the South. This will indeed be a culmination of our 
discussion of the relation between kingship and the experiences 
fo the two kingdoms. We attempt to draw out this relationship 
at the end of each chapterg and this helps to maintain our inter- 
pretation of kingship as presented in Samuel and Kings, as a 
gallant attempt to come to grips with all the contrasting exper- 
iences of history. It is an attempt to come to grips with the 
contradictions of history, or should we saypthe contradictions 
of the understanding of saving history as contained is'several 
sections of the Old Testament, including the books of Samuel and 
Kings. 
The following diagram can fepresent a type of 'handy 
guide' to our analysis-of the material of Samuel and Kings, as 
contained in Chapters two to seven of our study. 
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MAJOR THEMES 
A. B. C. 
W3 D na4s-t Cultic Object: S ine: 
(Davidic/Northern) (Ark/Bulls) (Jerusalem/Dant Bethel) 
FIVE MINOR THEMES 
I 
THE CONTRASTING MODELS OF KINGSHIP 
MODEL OF DISFAVOUR MODEL OF FAVOUR 
EXPLANATIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS OF 
11 
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CHAPTER I 
Stage I The Riseof Jeroboam and David to Power 
'(I Kings 11: 1 -15,26 - 12: 24; 1 Sam. 15 
Sam. 5). 
1. A short note on the extent' of the two blocks of materials, 
and the implications of this'for a comparative analysis. 
Given the tYpe'of comparative analysis we shall* 
undertake,, one caýnot ignore the disparity in the amount of 
material. that is, attached to the two kings in this first 
stage of the development of the two royal models: We intend 
to show, however, that this difference still allows for a 
comparative analysis., of the two blocks of materials., This 
type of-analysis is-possible because of the presence of a 
number of common themes. 
The most important of the common themes, i3 that- 
relating to the election of David. - As-will be shown, this 
theme plays a pivotal role in each block of material, creating 
a strong link between the two kings that facilitates their 
comparison. Along with the theme of Davidic election there 
are a number of 'structural' themes that impose a similar 
structure on the two blocks'of materials'. All the themes in 
each block of material serve to underpin the narrator's chief 
concern, thý process by'which a new dynasty becomes established 
in Israel. This first stage of the development of the two 
royal models is therefore about one basic issue that is crucial 
to the development of the two royal models : the legitimacy of 
Israel's rival dynasties. 
15 
Along with the basic concern about the legitimacy 
of Israel's rival dynasties, there seems to be a related concern 
about the legitimacy of'certain cultic actions. In fact the 
emergence. of both the dynasty of Jeroboam and that of David 
is linked to the, illegitimate cultiý acts of their predecessors. 
Solomon's patronage of the cults of his foreign wives is the 
reason given for the emergence of Jeroboam (I Kings 11: 1-11), 
just as Saul's violation of the herem becomes the reason, for 
the emergence, of David (I Sam. 15: 1ff). Legitimacy of dynasty 
and legitimacy, of cult becomes intertwined at the very beginning 
of the development of the models. 
The material selected for this stage is that which 
attempts to show why new dynasties were necessary after the 
reigns of Solomon and Saulq and how they eventually'came to'' 
be established. It is. these two concerns which determine to 
a very large degree both the structure and the content of the 
material we are about to analyse. But before this analysist 
we will look briefly at the extent of the material, since this 
will also be important for content and structure. 
2. The Delimitation of the material 
1 The Story 
-of 
Jeroboam's Rise to Power (SJR) 
The story of Jeroboam's rise to power is normally 
limited to I Kings 11: 26 - 12: 24.2 The Material is conveniently 
delimited by the introduction of Jeroboam in 11: 26 and the 
affirmation of his rule by means of the fulfilment motif in 
12: 24b. 3 It is easily divided into two units. The first, 
11: 26-40 tells of Jeroboam's relationship to Solomon and his 
designation as king by Ahijah. The secondq 12: 1-24 relates 
14 
how the prophetic promise of Ahijah was fulfilled. 
4 
Of special, importance to the discussion of the limita- 
tion of the story of Jeroboam's risep is the question of how 
far the. material which preceeds it, especially that of 
110-13 constitutes an introduction. Much of the content 
of 11: 26 - 12: 24 presupposes the lists of Solomon's sins as 
5 
outlined in 11: 1-8. Indeed -11: 33 and 1205b serve as links 
joining the material of 110-8 (9-25) to 11: 26 - 12: 24. 
SJR 'as in now stands, is presented in what can be 
termed a 'consequential' relationship to the sins, of Solomon 
as reported in 11: 1-8. The story is anticipated in vss. 9- 
13t 6 as well as in the report of the revolts within the ., 
Davidic empire (vss. 14-25). Even if we admit with Gray that 
vss. 14-25 "rest on genuine historical sources", 
7 its theolo- 
gical and literary function seems to be primarily'to point 
to the working out of the threat against Solomon in vss. 9-13. 
On the basis of the above argument, we shall be 
treating 11: 1-13 as an introduction to SJR. 'Without this 
section, much of the material in 11: 9ffq especially that of 
1106 - 12: 24 is deprived of a firm theological and literary 
base. Given the crucial role attributed to the sin of the 
kings in Samuel-Kings, there seems to be a strong case for 
treating the first extensive list of-royal sins as part 
of the story about the first major disaster in Samuel-Kings 
to be linked to the same sins, i. e. the division of the 
Davidic kingdom. We will therefore be treating 11: 1-13; and 
11: 26 - 12: 24 as the material accounting for Jeroboam's rise 
to power. 
1ý 
The Story of David's Rise to Power (SDR) 
There is no broad'consensus about where SDR begins 
and ends There seems to be three basic suggestions about 
where it begins. The first held by Gronbaek, 
8 
and supported 
by Mettinger, 9- claims-that SDR begins'in I Sam. 15: 1. A second 
10 11 
position put forward by Weiser, and supported by Stoebe, 
finds*tbe beginning of the work in I Sam. 16: 1. The third 
12 13 14 
suggestion finds support in Noth, Veijola, Altq and 
Rost, 15 and-'treats I Sam. 16: 14 as the bbginning of'SDR., 
The last two suggestions exclude ch-15 from SDR. 
But the chapter seems to perform a role in relationship to 
SDR similar to that performed by I Kings 11: 1-13 in relationship 
to SJR. The chapter provides the literary and theological 
base upon which the account of David's rise to kingship is 
constructed. There is once more at work what we have termed 
a"consequentiall relationship, existing on this occasion between 
ch. 15 and the material which follows it. The events recorded 
in ch. 16 onwardsq i. e., the decline of Saul and the rise'of 
David find their explanation in the story of ch. 15. We will 
be treating it therefore as a part of SDR. 
The arguments advanced for excluding I Sam. 16: 1-13 
from SDR are far from convincing. Veijola regards this section 
along with ch. 15 as prophetic material that was inserted at 
16 
a later stage. But even if'we were able to support its later 
insertion, this would not in any way alter the literary and 
theological role it plays in relationship to ch-15 and the 
material which follows. Weiser 
17 
and Kessler 
18 have drawn our 
attention to some strong links between'ch. 15 and 160-13. These 
links are however much broader than the thin redactional link 
which is believed to exist between 15: 35 and 16: 1.19 
16 
There-are also some strong theological and literary links 
based on content. As the'text now stands, 16: 1-13 constitutes 
the first episode of the working out of the threat/promise of 
15: 28. This literary/theological link, leads us to treat 
ch. 15 and 16: 1-13 as an inseperablý unit. ' 'At' the same time 
the unit is an integral part of SDR. It sets out clearly 
the reasons for the rejection of Saul and the transfer of 
kingship to David (ch. 15). It shows the immediate consequences 
of the rejection brought on by the sin of Saul (16: 1-13). 
The exact. point, at which SDR ends has also been 
the subject of much debate. Most scholars find the conclusion 
20 
of SDR somewhere in II Sam. 5. Noth treats 5: 25 as the point 
of conclusion. There are some fairly good reasons for treating 
5: 10 as a conclusion. It is a summary stitement coming at the 
end of a block of material which recounts one of David's great 
I 
achievements, the capture of Jerusalem (5: 6-9). The verse 
contains what Mettinger has termed the Beistansformel "The 
Lord was with', which plays a crucial role in SDR. 
23 Since 
this phrase which occurs some five times in SDR occurs only 
in a'much modified form after 5: 10, one would be inclined to 
treat 5: 10 as an appropriate point of conclusion. 
When the above argument is examined in the light 
of the content of 5: 11-25, some modification is necessary. 
Indeed vss. 11-25 appear to be a development of the Beistansformel. 
Hiram's overtures to David (vss. 11-12). the list of David's- 
household (vss. 13-16), 24 and the final blo'w to the Philistine 
threat (vss. 17-25) can all be interpreted as indicators of 
Yahweh's presence with David. There very good reasons for 
25 treating 11: 25 as the conclusion of SDR as Noth does. 
17 
There are four other basic positions on the, con- 
elusion of SDR. - The first put forward by Pfeiffer? 6 and 
supported by Carlson 27 ý and, Stoebe 
28 
regards II Sam. 1 as the 
conclusion of the work. 
29 But if as we have argued the 
promise of kingship to David'witfiin I Sam. 15: 1-16: 13 is of 
crucial importance for., the material that follows in 16: 14ff, 
then the fulfilment. of the promise in II Sam-5 cannot be 
excluded from SDR. To conclude the work at I Sam. 1 would 
create an unwarranted imbalance. 
30 The second position supported, by Mettinger and 
Rendtorff., 31 regards II, Sam-7 as the conclusion of SDR. The 
role of II Sam-7 in the interpretation of the Davidic 
material has been pointed out by several scholars. 
32 That 
this chapter occupies a crucial position in the presentation 
of the Davidic material can hardly be denied. It seems 
however that there 'is some difficulty in treating it as a 
part of-SDR. As it now stands,, it seems to be far more con- 
cerned with David's consolidation of power than with his rise 
to power. Along with II Sam. 6 it belongs to another stage of 
the Davidic tradition that is primarily concerned with his 
establishment of a cultic base in Jerusalem. 
33 
The 
establishment motif is reflected in 6: 21 as well as in 
7: 16ff. 
34 A third position held by Weiser and advocated 
earlier by Budde, 
35 
sees the conclusion of SDR in II Sam-8. 
Our comments above on chs. 6 and 7 hold true for eh. 8. This 
chapter is also concerned with David's consolidation of power. 
Whereas chs. 6 and 7 tell of the extent of David's creation 
of a cultic base in Jerusalem, ch. 8 tells of the extension 
of his power beyond the borders of'Israel. If the 6hapter 
I$ 
can be. regarded. as a "purely annalistic arrangement of the acts 
of David .... 1'# 
36 it is an arrangement that tells of the power of 
David over the neighbouring states. It does not tell us so 
much about, David's rise to kingship over, Israel as about the, 
extension of his power as king to tLe neighbouring states. 
The fourth position to be noted is that of NUbel 
who extends SDR to II Sam. 12.37 Aptrt from the problems this 
positions raises in terms of the specific theme of David's 
rise to power over Israel, it cuts across another widely, accepted 
unit, the story of the succession to David's tbronev II Sam. 
38 9-20; 1 Kings 1-2. We are inclined to treat II Sam. 9 as 
the start of the succession story and so find Nýbells position 
unacceptable. -1 
' ýGiven. gll that we bave said above, our position is that 
I Sam. 15: 1 to II Sam. 5: 25 is to be treated as the extent of SDR. 
It begins. with the reasons for the rejection of Saul and the 
election of David, and concludes with David as king over all 
Israel. Like SJR, it accounts for the emergence of a new. dynas- 
ty in Israel, finding. the reasons for this in the sins of the 
predecessor. The legitimacy of cult is thus linked to legiti- 
macy of kingship, a factor which is very important for. the 
development of the models of kingship beyond SJR and SDR. 
3. Davidic Election: One of the important bonds linking SJR 
and SDR 
As they now stand, SJR and SDR bave been sbaped, to 
impose a stamp of legitimacy on the kingship of Jeroboam and 
David respectively. In the Jeroboam materialt the prophet 
Ahijah functions as the legitimising agent. On behalf of 
Yahweh he declares Jeroboam the legitimate, ruler of a section 
19 
of the-Davidic kingdom (I Kings 11: 30-32). The tradition. of 
Davidic; election to kingship over all Israel is seriously, 
questioned and possibly even denied. At least SJR seems to be 
demanding nothing short of a rethinking of the tradition support- 
ing Davidic election over all Israýl. A radical readjustment of 
the tradition is necessary, 
SDR seems to support an understanding. of Davidic elec- 
I 
tion which, is the direct opposite of that of, SJR. It affirms 
Davidic election to kingship over all. Israel. His is the legiti- 
mate kingship replacing that of Saul. As in SJR a prophet 
functions as the legitimising agent. Samuel on the instigation 
of Yahweh anoints David as. Israel's legitimate. king to replace 
Saul (I Sam. 16: 13). But Samuel unlike Ahijah, affirms Davidic 
control over all Israel. 
SDR is the working out of the tension created between 
the kingdom ruled by Saul and the kingdom promised to David. The 
tension is resolved by making Yahweh responsible, for the loss of 
I 
the kingdom by Saul an. d its gain by David. In other words the 
tension is resolved through the actions of Yahweh. In a similar 
manner, SJR wrestles with the tension between Davidic election 
to kingship over all Israel, and the emergence of the northern 
kingdom under Jeroboam. Davidic election as this is spelt out 
in SDR is placed in the context of the national experience which 
seems to deny that election. 
SJR. and SDR seem therefore to stand at apposite ends 
of the idea of Davidic election to kingship over all Israel. 
Or it is probably more accurate to sayl at opposite ends in 
their understanding of the idea of Davidic election to kingship 
over all Israel. For SDR. it seems to be an idea, orginating with 
Yahweh, and as such it is unchangeable. Thus Saul and his 
20 
household are all fitted into this understanding of Davidic Oloc- 
tion by placing it as a confession upon the lips of Saul (I Sam. 
24: 16-21; 26: 21-25). For SJR the idea of Davidic election to 
kingship over all Israel is in no way unchangeable. This is 
emphasised by having Yahweh himself through his prophet Ahijah 
declare that the very promise made to David is now being radically 
readjustedv to accommodate Jeroboam's rise to kingship over the 
greater part of the kingdom once promised to David. 
It would seem therefore that the two blocks of material 
accounting for the rise of Jeroboam and David to kingship revolve 
around the theme of Davidic election. We will now"take a closer 
look at the material in SJR and SDR which address this problem. 
Our special interest will related to how this material helps to 
shape the two kings into specific models of kingship. 
There seems 
iniPlies Yahweh's direc 
SJR 
. (a) I Kings 11: 11-13 
In the second type of 
(b) I Kings 11: 31-39 
to be two types of material. Th, 
involvement in the 'process: 
SDR 
I Sam. 16: 1,12b, 13b; 
material an intermediary is used 
I Sam. 15: 27; 23: 17; 





25: 28,31; 26: 25; 28: 17 
Il Sam. 3: 17-18; 5: 1-2 
(a) I Kings 11: 11 13 is part of a pericope (vss. 9-13) the 
'mass' of which has been described as 11compilatory and late.,, 
39 
This material like I Sam. 16: 1-2,13B9 is in the form of a direct 
speech of Yah*eh. His direct involvement in the events under 
40 discussion is underlined through this literary style. This 
literary style, i. e., a direct' speech of Yahweh, is to be found 
only once in SJR (11: 9-13). whereas it occurs at least six. times 
in SDR (I Sam. 16: 1-2,13b; 23: 2; 30: 8; 11 Sam. 20; 5: 19). 
The narrator of I Kings 11: 11-13 uses a Yahweh speech 
21 
to cite divine approval in his imposition of-severe restriptions 
upon what must have been the traditional and popular understanding 
of Davidic election. In light of the inextricable link which 
some scholars like*Polzin'see existing between direct discourse 
(reported speech) in the Deuteronom. ic history and the theological 
position of the-narrator, the Yalhweh speech of 11: 11-13 reflects 
a very important conviction of the narrator. 
41 Within these - 
verses the narrator interprets'what could have been understood 
as a traumatic assault on the concept of David electiont as an 
act of Yahweh. Yahweh who initiated the election of David now 
makes-some radical readjustments to his initial promiseq as this 
promise is articulated in SDR and'in other material like'that 
of Sam. 7.1 
These readjustments are made to square with historical 
(national) experience. The nature as well as the reason for the 
readjustment Is anchored in the experiences of the nation. Yahweh 
through his speech becomes directly responsible for the restric- 
tions placed upon Dývidic control'over the nation. These' 
restrictions limit this control to one (two) tribe(s). But his- 
torical experience also dictates the fulfilment of Yahweh's threat 
be placed within the post-solomonic era. The theme of Yahweh's 
election of David functions to provide a tbeological answer to 
the question: why did the division of the kingdom occured afte 
as Opposed to during the reign of solomon? The narrator is 
therefore able to make his readjustment to the popular under- 
standing of D; Eývidic election without being untrue to history. 
But 11: 9-10 which sets the immediate context for the 
Yahweh speech in vss. 11-13, creatts a strong link between the 
necessary readjustments that are to be made to the tradition of 
Davidic election and the theme of sin. Sin for the narrator is a 
force which can threaten even the promises of Yahweh to David. 
22 
It therefore becomes a, force which not only explains the 
unhappy events of the post-solomonic era, but at the same time 
demands a radical-'retbinking of Davidic election. 
I The theme of sin also providesItbe basis upon which the 
indications of Yahweh's direct inv9lvement in the election of 
David are built. The sin of Saul which creates a dejected 
Samuel, prompts Yahweh tcr initiate the rise of David (I Sam. 16: 
1-2). Davidic election is linked to Yahweh's saving act of 
replacing the unworthy-Saul. David becomes the manifestation of 
Yahweh's attempt to rescue the nation from, the grips of the sin 
of Saul. 
It seems therefore that Yahweh's direct involvement in 
the process of Davidic election in SDR comes as his response to 
sin. David's designation as king like Jeroboam's designationt 
can be interpreted as one of the consequences of the sin of the 
preceeding king. But whereas in the case of Jeroboam, this con- 
sequence produces a direct assault on the belief in Davidic 
election through the division of the Davidic kingdom, in SDR. it 
results in the gift of the kingdom to David. In spite of the 
gift of the larger part of the Davidic kingdom, Jeroboam hardly 
moves beyond being the embodiment of the divine assault upon the 
tradition of Davidic election to kingship over all Israel. David 
however is not simply the embodiment'of the divine judgement 
upon the house of Saul,, but is also the embodiment of Yahweh's 
salvation, 
The so-called Beistansformel also seems to support 
Yahweh's direct involvement in the election of David and his 
rise to kingship. In 18: 12,14,28, it is reported that Yahweh 
was with David. Yahweh's presence is however'placed alongside 
the hostility of Saul so that his direct involvement is manifested 
in David's protection. Yahweh thus ensures that the one elected 
23 
by him to replace the rejected Saul becomes king and takes oontrol 
of the kingdom. 
In both. SJR and SDR, Yahweh stands as the one who 
creates and rejects the dynasties of Israel. He creates both the 
dynasty of Jeroboam and that of David. But the dynasty of Jeroboam 
is only made possible through Yahweh's readjustment of the domain 
controlled by the Davidic. dynasty. His election of David is main- 
tained in SJR, but his direct intervention which once led to-the 
creation of. the Davidic; dynasty now leads to its chastisement. 
The elected dynasty is not rejectedv only brought under Yahweh's 
judgement. Yahweh is therefore made to readjust in SJR what in 
SDR is his gift to David: kingship over all Israel. 
(b) In the second category of materialp an, -intermediary is 
used to address the problem of Davidic election. In SOR the pro- 
phets Ahijah and Shemaiah perform this task (I Kings 11: 31-39; 
12: 22-24). In SDR there is a more representative group., There is 
Samuel the prophetic representative (I Sam. 15: 27; 28: 17)t 
Jonathan (23: 17), and Saul himself representing the house of Saul 
(24: 17-21; 26: 25); Abner (II Sam. 3: 18) and the tribes of the North 
(II Sam. 5: 1-2) representing the norther kingdom, and Abigail 
representing the peoples on the. outer limits of the Israelite 
42 tribes (I Sam. 25: 28-31), 
There are some close links between I Sam. 15: 28 and I 
Kings 11: 31-39.43 The use of the verb 'to tear' constitutes one 
of these links. In both texts the verb-is, used in, the context of 
a prophetic threat and is closely linked to a symbolic action 
(I Kings 11: 30; 1 Sam. 15: 27). But the verb seems to convey 
radically different understandings of Davidic election in I Kings 
11: 30ff and I Sam. 15: 27, In I Kings 11: 30ff Ahijah announces a 
drastic reduction of the sphere of Davidic control and consequently 
a radical readjustment in the understand of Davidic election as 
reflected in SDR. In I Sam. 15: 28 Samuel announces the establish- 
24 
ment, of Davidic control over what was once the kingdom of Saul. 
In both instances the prophet is the one who mediates 
the narrator's understanding of Davidic election. In glowing 
terms Jeroboam is promised a dynasty compared to that promised to 
David in'II Sam. 7.44 The language of vss. 37-38 has created problems 
for some commentators. 
45 Theproblem is reflected in Dietrich's 
1,46 reference to Jeroboam's comparison to David as a "scandal 
The solution offered is the division of the material in vss. 37-38 
or rather vss. 31-39, into a 'first' layer and a 'second' layer. 
Vs. 37 would fall into the first layer and vs. 38 to the second. 
47 
Gray treats vs. 38 as a 'Deuteronomistic adaptation' although he 
admits the possibility that it could be pre-deuteronomic. 
48 
The'tendency to treat vs. 38 as secondary is partly 
based on the conditional tone of the promise in which Dietrich 
finds a hidden threat. 
49 There seems however little reason for 
adopting this line of argument. The promise compares well with 
those made to Solomon in I Kings 3: 14 and 6: 12. Like these pro- 
mises to Solomonp that of I Kings 11: 38 constitutes a firm promise 
with no hint of a threat. Vs. 38 is therefore an extension of 
vs. 37 although not necessarily-a secondary one. The narrator in 
vs. 38 addresses Jeroboam in language that must have been 
reserved for David and the Davidic heir. If indeed there is a 
touch of 'scandal' it is to be found in the use of the language 
of Davidic election to give divine sanction to the very event that 
seems to threaten that election, i. e. the secession of the 
northern tribes under Jeroboam. 
It was probably this claim made for Jeroboam and the 
new kingdom in 11: 37-38 that has its counterbalance in the many 
affirmations of Davidic election, over all Israelp placed in the 
mouth of pivotal characters in SDR. The first of these 
characters is Jonathan. In I Sam. 23: 17 there is a 
2B 
short speech by Jonathan which can be treated As an 
abdication speech. It picks up the abdication'motif which 
was introduced in 18: 4-through Jonathan's gift of his 
royal to David. 
50 The words of Jonathan occur in 
a small pericope that stands out as an oasis of fellowship 
in a context of the hostility of Saul towards David 
(cf. vss. 14b,, 19ff). He proclaims a prophetic oracle of 
assuranc. e and proclaims explicitly Yahwehts election of 
David to be-king over Israel. The covenant of vs. 18 
reinforces the words of vs-17 (cf-18: 3). By placing the 
election of David in the context of covenant, the narrator 
iS"emphasizing David's divine and undisputable claim to 
kingship over ali Israel. 
51 
The dramatic speech of Saul in 24: 17-21 like that 
of Jonathan in 23: 17. can also be interpreted as oneý of 
abdication. 
52 It picks up Saul's rhetorical and leading 
question of 18: 18, and declares, in unequivocal terms the 
election of David to replace the rejected Saul (vs. 20; 
cf. 26: 25). The covenant theme surfaces in vs. 22a where 
David swears not to destroy the house of Saul, a promise 
which is linked to II Sam. 9.53 By having Jonathan and Saul 
abdicate to David, the compiler of SDR seems to reject any 
legitimate claims there may be to support a, non-Davidic 
dynasty. It is possible that we may havehere an allusion 
to the claims made for such a dynasty, as reflected in I Kings 
11: 38. The later attacks on Jeroboam's establishment of 
shrines in the north constitute a similar attempt to 
linvalidatel-the institutions of the north., This point will 
become imrnrtant as we move into the Davidic material 
beyond SDR, and compare this material with that found 
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in the Jeroboam tradition in I Kings 12: 26 - 14: 16. 
In the words put into the moutbs of Abner (II Sam. 3: 
12-18,21), and the northern tribes (II Sam. 5: 1-2), SDR 
addresses in a very direct manner, the problems of Davidic 
claims to kingship over the North. The words of Abner are, placed 
within the context of the. tension between the Davidic house and 
the house of Saul. It'is highly possible that here the house 
of David can represent the South, and the house of Saul, - the 
North. 54 If so, the words of Abner'to the northern tribes 
(3: 17-18), and to David (3: 21) seem to be calling for a submission 
of the northern tribes to their legitimate and divinely elected 
ruler, the house of Davidi These words can be compared and 
indeed contrasted with the claims of SJR that there are legitimate 
theological grounds for the secession of the northern tribes 
from the Davidic house (cf. I Kings 11: 1ff, 31-39; 1 Kings 
12: 15,22-24). 
Unlike SJR, SDR maintains a firm possibly unbreakable 
link between the Davidic house and the t-ribes of the North. I 
There seems to be in SDR, little or no room to accommodate the 
emergence of the North as a separate entity. There is even less 
to interpret this as a divinely inspired event. This is reflected 
in a number of claims contained in II Sam. 5: 1-2. 
The fir st claim is that of a genealogical link 
between David and the northern tribes (vs. 1). This claim seems 
to stand in stark contrast to that of I Kings 12: 16 (cf. also, 
II Sam. 20: 1). This claim could be based on the tradition of 
David's marriage to the daughters of Saul (cf. I Sam. *18)p or 
it could simply be another way of affirming Davidic legitimacy 
by claiming physical affinity to the North. 
55 If top 
By 
the verse could be a veiled reference to the law of 
Deut. 17: 15, using it to support Davidic claims over the 
North. 
The second claim is that David was the one who provided 
security (stability? ) for the North even during the days of 
Saul (vs. 2). -This claim may be reflecting a context of con- 
flict, when the question of security would have been a 
crucial one. The narrator here claims that the security of 
the North rests, with the house of David. Could it be that 
he is pointing to what he sees as the inability of the new 
northern kingdom to provide its own security? -, Another group 
was to make similar remarks about the efforts of the new 
kingdom to provide its own 'religious security' (cf. I Kings 
12: 26ff)056 
The third claim is that Yahweh is the one who willed 
David the kingship over the North (2b). 'The narrator has 
all Israel '2N. jT? ), as opposed to the elders of 
vs-3 confessing the election of David, and 
declaring their willingness to accept his rule-over the 
North. Thus the passive acceptance of Il Sam-5: 1-2 can be 
contrasted with the rebellion of I Kings 12. ý Just as -121 
, 2KIT? submits to the rule of David in II Sam-5: 1-2, 
so 1707? -, ýz rejects the rule of the Davidic house in T 
I Kings. 12: 16. 
When we move to the speech of Abigail (I Sam. 25: 
24-31), the compiler of SDR places the confession of Da, ýidic 
election on the lips of a wise woman, wife of a fool ( '73; ). IT 
Hertzberg has correctly pointed out that she is the 'real 
protagonist' of the narrative. 
57 The narrator skilfully 
draws out the contrast between the folly of Nabal in 
rejecting the young men of David and consequently David 
himself (vss. 9-13). and the actions of Abigail in giving 
support to David (vss. 18ff). But there is even stronger 
contrast between the words of Nabal and those'of Abigail 
as they relate to the question oi Davidic election. ' 
The words of Nabal in vs*10 seem 'to constitute the 
background against which'the' I speech of Abigail is made. The 
question of Nabal in 10a,, representing the anti-Davidic 
position, is cleverly answered by his'wife in vss. 28b-31. 
David is the one for wholn Yahweh will make a 11? g 
There is clearly a relationship between this promise and 
II Sam. T. 
58 
It does, not. foliow however'that I Sam. 25: 28 
59 depends upon Il Sam. 7 for its interpretation. The former 
should be read within the context of ch. 25 and the purpose 
of SDR. Through Abigail, the compiler of SDR assures the 
security and the continuity of the Davidic line even as the 
compiler of SJR does the same for the dynasty of Jeroboam in 
I Kings 11: 38. 
Another response to the question of Nabal is to be 
found in vs. 29. In powerful imagery the narrator speaks of 
David being 'bound up in the bundle of the living'. protected 
from those who rise up against him. The rebellion motif 
present here is not to be overlooked. In 10b, Nabal 
denounces those servants who break away from their Masters, 
most likely a reference to the secession of the northern 
tribes. Abigail however goes beyond this to claim divine 
protection for David (and his dynasty cf. Vs. 28) against those 
who rebel against him. 
On the basis of the above analysis, we can safely 
claim that with specific reference to the election of David, 
the claims of SDR seem to be directly opposite to those o'f 
SJR. It rejects any presentation of Davidic election that 
would accommodate the establishment of the northern dynasty 
and the claims made for it in SJR. On the other hand the nar- 
rator ofISJR is fully aware ot the claims of Davidic 
election, but goes on to adjust them in the context of the 
secession of the northern tribes. He has no problems in 
extending the concept of divine election to, Jeroboam, a 
point of view which must have been anathema to the compiler 
of SDR. 
4. The basic structure of SJR and SDR in relationship 
to some common themes 
If the relationship between SJR and SDR as out- 
lined so far is a valid one, then there would naturally be 
some structural/thematic interaction. In this section we 
shall explore the level of this interaction, based on the 
assumption of what we have said so far. When the basic 
structure of SJR and SDR is examined in terms of some common 
themes, the pattern that emerges. can be set out as follows: 
A. A command of Yahweh touching on Israel's relationship 
with another nation (I Kings ll: ý; I Sam. 15: 3). 
Very early in SJR and SDR we encounter a divine 
command which is crucial for the literary/theological flow 
of the remaining material. The command in SJA occurs in an 
indirect foM in I Kings 11: 2. It follows the report in vs. 1 
of Solomon's love of foreign women lli! -Jý; -13-1ý3 T 
). 
The narrator then goes on to tell us these rjj!! ý; 
were: 
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The narrator is probably drawing on the tradition in 
Ex-34: 16; Deut-7: 3-4 and Josh. '23: 12, which prohibits marriage 
between Israel and other nations from fear of religious 
apostasy. The Q? j-j are listed for us in vs. lb, which varies 
60 
significantly in MT and LXX. Only two of the nations 
listed in Ex-34 and Deuý-7 occur in I Kings 11: 1. These are 
the Hittites and the Amorites, and the la. tter occur only in 
LXX. It would seem therefore that the narrator in I Kings 11 
I is taking the law of Ex-34 and Deut-7 and applying it to a 
situation he knew existed in the days of Solomon. For him 
the prohibition applies with equal force to the many foreign 
women that were to be found in Solomon's harem. What must 
have surely been a political policy aimed at forging links 
between Israel and neighbouring states, 
61 
becomes for the 
narrator a theological/literary base upon which he begins to 
construct SJR. 
The command to Saul, unlike that in I Kings 11, is 
in a direct form. Preceded by a reminder of Yahwehts good- 
ness to Saul (vs. 1) we are given the reason for the command 
(cf. I Kings 11: 2b: Wlpý ) introduced by the 
messenger formula : 
Then comes the command: 
-ýI)-rm OPM-In. -Il P. 2nx-ný; nn': P. 71 Jý. qy- T. . Ir % 
Jr 
The question of how far I Sam. 15 points to the practice of 
Holy War in Israel is outside the scope of our present 
investigation ý2 The narrator is here using the tradition 
of Holy War as the narrator in I Kings uses the tradition of 
/ 
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Solomon's foreign wives, as little more than a thealogioall 
literary base upon which SDR is launched. 
There is a very close link between the command in 
I Kings 11: 2 and that in I Sam. 15: 3. Both seem to be built 
on the element of hostility that ; Kas a part of Israel's 
relationship with other peoples, and undoubtedly stemmed 
from Israel's understanding of election. It is-no coin- 
cidence therefore that we find both commands closely linked 
together in Deut-7: 1-3. Here the command to VIM and that 
forbidding marriages between Israel and the inhabitants of 
Canaan'are presented as conditions for Israel's occupation 
of the land. I Kings 11: 12 and I Sam-15: 3 draw on what are 
probably old sacral traditions to heighten the crisis which 
is linked to actions of Solomon and Saul respectively. 
B. The king's disobedience of Yahweh's command 
(I Kings 11: 1,4-8; 1 Sam. 15: 9) 
Both SJR and SDR are very clear in pointing out 
the disobedience of Solomon and Saul respectively. The 
disobedience of Solomon is related in a section of I Kings 11 
that is full of textual and other critical problems. There 
are not only significant differences between the text of MT 
and that of LXX, but Most scholars treat 11: 1-8 as a com- 
posite passage consisting of an older and later deuteronomic 
account of Solomon's sin03 Vss-1-3,6-8 are credited to 
the older account, whereas vss. 4-5 are treated as deuter- 
onomic expansions. 
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But even in the so-called early material there is 
a strong emphasis on Solomon's disobedience. In vss. 1-2 we 
are told he took wives from the forbidden nations, vs. 6 claims 
go 
that'he did what was evil in the sight of Yahweh, and what 
is eveft more important, 
mull lmm KýP 01 
Vs-7 is an expansion of the accusation of vs. 6, giving 
examples of Solomon's disloyalty. In vs-7 the textual 
problems of 11: 1-8 become acute. The LXX presents us with 
some variant readings which are worthy of note at this point 
in our discussion: 
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MT LXX 
Then Solomon built a high Then Solomon built a high 
place for Chemosh the abomin- place for Chemosh the idol 
ation ( TTV ) of Moab on the of Moab 
hill that ý: s opposite Jerus- 
alem 
and for Molek the abomin- 
ation TRIV ) of the Ammon- 
ites 
and for their king (ýdatxcx 
the idol of 
the Ammonites 
and to Astarte the abomination 
(A6&xv-1ýL4. rL) of the Sidonians 
On the basis of the above texts of MT and LXX, both traditions 
are faithful to the theme of Solomon's disobedience to Yahweh 
as well as to the nature of this disobedience. Disobeying the 
command not to take foreign wives (vss. 1-2). he falls prey to 
the very sin which the command was made to avoid (cf. Ex. 34: 
llff.; Deut-7: 3-4). 
The actions of Saul (and the people) in 1 Sam. 15: 8-9 
stand in direct defiance of the command of Yahweh in vs-3. 
There is a significant apportionment of blame. In vs. 8, it 
is Saul who captures Agag alive, while all the other people 
are destroyed. This gesture of tolerance extended to the 
Amalekite king constitutes the first element of Saul's 
defiance. Like that of Solomon towards his foreign wives 
(cf. I Kings ll: vss. 4,8), Saul's tolerance towards Agag is 
M 
presented by the narrator as the first step towards his 
downfall. That the people are made to share the blame in 
vs. 9 does not free Saul of the blame laid upon him in vs. 8 
and indeed vs. 9 increases the blame by stating that not only 
Agag but also the best of the booty and all that was good was 
saved ( q-)! q, 3 -13ý kýl ). Saul therefore like Solomon 
stands condemned for the violation of a law that was meant to 
regulate Israel's relationship with other peoples. 
C. The king"s disobedience brings a response of anger 
ýI Kings 11: 9; 1 61--'am. 15: 10-11) 
The disobedience of Solomon and Saul leads into the 
motif of anger. In spite of the fact that the anger in 
I Sam. 15 is attributed to Samuel whereas that in I Kings 11 
is attributed to Yahweh, the two texts compare well with each 
other: 
I Kings 11: 9-10 
And the Lord was angry ( 9-3"! 
j1j, -17 ) with Solomon, becaui*i his heart had turned &. way 
( n3) from the Lord, the 
God of Israel who had appeared 
to him twice, and had com- 
manded ( n141 ) him concern- 
'Ing-this thing, that he should 
not go after other gods; but 
he did not keep ( 1"Pq 
what the Lord commanded 
I Sam. 15: 10-11 
The word of the Lord came to 
Samuel :I repent that I have 
made Saul kingi for he has 
turned back (07j) and has not 
performed my commandments 
( V'J; j ). And-Samuel was 
angry' ( '10! ) ... 
In each text the reason for the anger is clearly stated. This 
is the actiQn of the king which is in the form of a 
'metaphor of digression' : Solomon 'turned away' from 
the Lord while Saul 'turned back1(3; ZF/, 3V) from performing 
the commandment of Yahweh. The motif of digression points 
back to the command of Yahweh in I Kings 11: 2 and I Sam. 15: 3. 
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and seems to be a device to keep the command to the fore as 
the narrative moves on. On the other hand, the motif of 
anger opens the way for the next stage of the narrative, the 
pronouncement-of Yahweh's judgement upon the king. 
D. The threat against the king (I Kings 11: 11,31ff; 
I Sam-15: 23b, 28) 
When we move to this section of SJR and SDR, we see 
a reflection of the strong prophetic influence that played a 
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crucial role in the shaping of the material in both works. 
We find present two of the most significant characteristics 
of the prophetic material in sections C and D. These are 
the identification of sin (covenant violation/disobedience), 
and a divine (prophetic) threat which is to be understood as 
the divine judgement upon the wrong done (cf. Amos 1: 3ff 
passim; Is-5: 8ff; Jer-5: lff). 
In both SJR and SDR the threat occurs with, as 
well as without symbolic action. Those without symbolic 
actions are to be found in I Kings 11: 11 and 1 Sam. 15: 23b. 
This threat, the first in each work, is preceded Lmnediately 
by a reminder of the king's act of disobedience which at the 
same time constitutes the reason for the threat: 
Reminder of king's act of disobedience 
I Kings 11: 11 Sam. 15 23b 
nl-plni, ý-)jp r-oxy ýQýg 17-7. 
%; 
The threat 
; "270 qmmn-11r, 
Vo v T: -- 17 Iýp qqý; 71 
At this stage it is necessary to note a significant 
difference which is emerging between SJR and SDR. Whereas 
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SJR has been very succinct, SDR, cast as it is up to this 
stage in the form of a popular story, has tended to be far 
more elaborate. This feature continues throughout the 
remaining material. While the material in I Kings 11 moves 
briskly from the motif of anger (Stage C: vs. 9) to the 
threat (Stage D: vs. 11). that in I Sam. 15 elaborates on the 
motif of anger through a conversation between Samuel and 
Saul. Through this conversation the narrator builds up the 
case for the threats against Saul in vss. 23b and 28. In 
spite of the more extensive material in I Sam. 15, the basic 
structure remains very similar to that of I Kings 11. 
The second threat in SJR and SDR is accompanied by 
the symbolic action of the tearing of a garment (cf. I Kings 
11: 30ff., I Sam. 15: 27-28). Dietrich has drawn our attention 
to the similarities between the two events, but has also 
pointed out some significant differences. 
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The action 
of Ahijah in 11: 30 can be compared with those of Isaiah 
(Is. 20) and Jeremiah (Jer. 13: lff), all of which support a 
prophetic threat. The tearing of the garment in I Sam. 15: 27 
is equally supportive of the prophetic threat of vs. 28. The 
question of whose garment was torn, Saul's or Samuells, is 
not crucial to the function of the symbol in the narrative&68 
The narrator here as in, I Kings 11: 30ff., is using the power 
of symbol to emphasize the theological position he is pro- 
pounding, i. e. Yahweh's rejection of the king because of 
disobedience. 
I Kings 11: 14-22,23-25, seem at first glance to 
bear little relevance to SJR. But these two pericopes 
telling of two rebellions against Solomon, can be treated as 
a 'foretaste' of the fulfilment of the threat of 11: 11. 
?, 
Coming between the first threat and the second (vs. 30ffý, 
they remind the reader that the king's real antagonist is 
Yahweh, the one whom he has disobeyed (cf. vss. 14,, 23). 
The gift of a kingdom (I Kings 11: 11b, 31a; 
I Sam. 15: 28b, 16: 1-15) 
Going hand in hand with the threat to tear 
the kingdom from Solomon and Saul, is a promise to give it 
ID; ) to another person. Without naming that person, r 
I Kings 11: 11b and I Sam. 15: 28b refer to the recipient as 
servant and neighbour respectively. 
SDR goes beyond SJR in saying that the recipient is better 
than the one ý; Pn 31 Un from whom the kingdom is to be 
torn. 
The gift of the kingdom in I Kings 11: 31a is 
accompanied by a symbolic action : the gift of ten pieces of 
Ahijah's mantle. Unlike vs. 'llb, the recipient is now known, 
having been introduced in vs. 26. The Jeroboam-Ahijah 
encounter serves as an important theological/literary point 
in'SJR. ýIt is an elaboration of the promise which the 
narrator introduces in llb, and also identifies the one to 
whom Yahweh is about'to give part' of'the kingdom of Solomon. 
One can hardly follow Ho*lscber in dismissing the episode as 
a Iluseles s legend without imagination", 
69 - given the 
literary and. theological roles it performs. 
In SDR the story of Samuel's anointing of David 
(I Sam. 16: 1-13) performs a similar function to the Jeroboam- 
Ahijah encounter in SJR. It identifies the one to whom 
Yahweh will give the kingdom of Saul, and the identification 
is accompanied by a powerful symbolic act : the anointing of 
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the young David. Just as Ahijah's gift of the ten pieoes 
of his mantle to. Jeroboam 'seals' the promise of a kingdom 
to him, so the anointing of David does the same. We may n ote 
another similarity : both acts are reported to be done in 
secret, unknown to the king whose kingdom has been threatened, 
and is now offered to a. young rival. -- 
F. Hostility of the king towards the king designate 
I Kings 11: 40a; I Sam. 18: 8ff). 
Following immediately upon the Ahijah-Jeroboam, 
encounter (11: 29-39). there is a brief report of Solomon's 
hostility towards Jeroboam (vs. 40a). - Once more in SDR, there 
is not this direct flow of the material from prophetic 
designation (I Sam. 16: 1-13) to Saul's hostility towards 
David (18: 7-passim). ýBetweený16: 1-13'and 18: 7. there is a 
block of material consisting of several traditions, that 
create the type of background against which the hostility 
of Saul towards David will stand-out, in sharper relief. Thus 
David 'rescues' Saul (16: 14-23) and the army of Israel 
(ch. 17). becomes the friend of Jonathan, (18: 1-5),, and the 
popular hero of the women (vss. 6-7). The anger of Saul in 
V3.8. stands in starkýcontrast to all these events. 
The motif of human threat to a divine promise, which 
is at work in this section of SJR and SDR, is a fairly popular 
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one in the Old Testament tradition. As in the other 
instances, it seems to be employed in both SJR and SDR to 
sharperi the-tension between the promise and its ultimate 
fulfilment. The hostility of the king is to be seen as 
being expressed not simply against his rivals but against 
Yahweh. 
$9 
The hostility of Solomon towards Jeroboam is 
expressed in that terse manner that we have come to 
associate with SJR : 
n-)Mmý rfz)'ý; v leoq? l 
The narrator seems to be linking Solomon's attempt to kill 
Jeroboam with the offer of kingship made by Ahijah (vss. 30ff), 
rather than with the earlier report of Jeroboam's rebellion 
against Solomon (vss. 26-27). Solomon, somewhat like Saul, 
is made to react agains t what the narrator has presented as 
a secret divine/prophetic designation. 
Unlike SJR where the hostility motif is compressed 
into a few words, SDR expands the motif through a series of 
episodes. The hostility motif as a factor in the Saul-David 
relationship first surfaces in I Sam. 18. In 18: 8 it is 
expressed in terms of anger 1U! j ) and in vs. 9 in terms 
of suspicious vigilance 11.7). Its strongest expression 
in the chapter is, however to be found in vs. 29b which 
states: 
D'z'rT- TVT-fl : 3: '. ' ''Ii 'fl'fl  "1 I 
This sets the tone for all the remaining Saul-David 
encounters. 
Within 19: 1 - 20: 33, the most frequent word used 
in SDR to express the motif of hostility is 1112D (Death/to 
kill), the same word employed in SJR (cf. 19: 1011; 20: 31b. 32b, 
33; 1 Kings 11: 40a). After 20: 33 we encounter other 
synonyms for hostility. In 23: 8 war imagery is used and in 
vss-10,15,23 and 25, the narrator employs eZý(seek). 
David*is the hunted and Saul the hunter. The constant escape 
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of the hunted from the hunter constitutes one of the 
dramatic factors that moves SDR along to its climax 
(cf. 19: 12; 23: 27; 24: 26). The narrator even employs an 
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etiological legend in the process (23: 28b). 
The hostility motif is carried over into-ch. 24 and 
is picked up in vs. 3 thiough the use once more of the word 
zt.?. The word is employed again in vs. 10 but in a type of 
0 
dramatic reversal. The narrator has David declaring'that 
Saul's action in seeking his (David's) life, is based on a 
false accusation that David is seeking ( t5Z; q ) the life 
of the king. Out of this comes Saul's conýession of guilt 
and the election of David (vss. 17-21). This has the effect 
of tempering the hostility motif in the chapter. 
This balancing of the motif of hostility is to be 
found in ch. 25 and 26. Nabal's refusal of food-to David 
(vss. 10-11), is balanced with the kindness of his wife 
(vss'18-31). Once more as in ch. 24, there-is a confession 
of guilt for the hostility shown to David (vss'. 23-25)., as 
well as an acknowledgement of his election (vss. 28ff). Ch-26 
with its affinity to ch. 24, reintroduces the word On. 
to support the motif of hostility. As in ch. 24, the motif 
is tempered towards the end of the chapter with Saul's con- 
fession of guilt (vs. 21). and his pronouncement of a blessing 
upon David (vs. 25). 
The hostility motif therefore places a definite 
stamp upon the chief protagonists. the king and the king 
designate. In both SJR and SDR, hostility is the link bet- 
ween the one who-stands under judgement of Yahweh (Solomon, 
Saul), and the one who stands under the promise (Jeroboam, 
David). 
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The flight of 
-the_ 
king designate because of the 
hostility of the king (I Kings 11: 40b; I Sam. 19: 10 passim) 
The motif of flight stands in a very close 
relationship-to that of hostility in SJR and SDR. SJR is 
as usual very succinct : 
n"i:? 1 D' r' 
In SDR it is a recurring theme in chs. 19-27. It is 
introduced in 19: 10 with the words.. t7ý;! j q 'Till. The 
verb vý; occurs some five times within chs. 19-27 (19: 10, 
12,18; 22: 1; 22: 1; 27: 1).. and along with 11; Z)it has-been 
72 - termed one of the 'key words' within this section of SDR. 
Another important word used to denote flight, is n-4n the 
word employed in I Kings 11: 40b. This word occurs three 
times within chs. 19-27 (19: 18; 20: 1; 21: 11). the first in 
conjunction with výq . ml: ýI and výQare used,, not only to 
sustain the motif of flight within chs. 19-27, but they 
are also used to link distinct episodes in the narrative 
(cf. 19: 18; 20: 1; 21: 10; 22: 1; 27: 1). 
H. The king designate is kindly received by a foreign 
king (I Kings 11: 40b; 
_I 
Sam. 22: 31 27: 1) 
In I Kings 11: 40b we are told that Jeroboam fled 
to Egypt to Shishak king of Egypt., and remained 
there until Solomon's death. MT is silent on Jeroboam's 
sojourn in Egypt. There is only a slight improvement. in LXX. 
In an account that has been the subject of much debate 
(3 Reigns 12: 24a-24x)ý3' the LXX attempts to expand on the 
motif of Jeroboam's kind reception in Egypt. It reports in 
24d, that the Pharaoh gave his daughter to Jeroboam. As has 
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been pointed out this story in LXX seems to be b4g@d an that 
of Hadad in 11: 14-22, who is given Pharaoh's sister-in-law 
74 as a wife. It seems"however that both the story in LXX 
as well as that of Hadad may be based on the traditional 
understanding of Egypt as Israel's enemy, 'who would gladly 
and readily'give asylum*to the enemy of an Israelite king. 
The motif of reception/kindness is repeated 
throughout I Sam. 19-27, with David like Jeroboam ending up 
under the protection of a foreign king (27: lff). What is 
expressed in a few words in SJR, is therefore greatly 
expanded in SDR. We not only have two foreign kings 
receiving David into their country, i. e. the king of Moab 
(22: 3-4), and Achish of Gath (21: 10-15; 27: lff), but a number 
of people protect him from the hostility of Saul. These 
include Saul's own children Michal (19: 11-18). and Jonathan 
(chi20), 'and Ahimelech the priest of Nob (21: lff)., As in 
SJR, the motif of reception brings to a close a significant 
stage in the presentation of the king : king designate 
relationship. There will be no more reported encounters 
between-the two. 
1. The death ot the king (I Kings 11: 43; 1 Sam-31: II Sam. 1) 
The death of the king from whom the king designate 
was forced to flee, marks an important turning point in SJR 
and SDR. It opens the way for the fulfilment of the promise 
of a kingdom made in the early part of SJR (I Kings 11: 30ff) 
and SDR (I Sam. 16: 1-13). What can be produced in SJR in the 
form of an editorial notice, (vs. 43). becomes in SDR two 
expanded stories about the death of the king, Saul. While 
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SJR tells us'in a very factual manner that Jeroboam was 
in Egypt until the death of Solomon, which may be an attempt 
to remove him from the context of Solomon's death, SDR goes 
to great length to ensure that Dayid is not linked to Saul's 
death. Like Jeroboam, he is not only away from the scen6 of 
death, but the narrator-in each episode is cleai in stating 
how and by whom Saul met his death (cf. I Sam-31: 4; II Sam. 1: 
6-1o). 
The king designate returns from theýforeign land where he 
had gone to seekasylum (I Kings 12: 2,20; 11 Sam. 2: 1-3) 
The return of the king designate introduces new 
momentum into SJR and SDR. It should be pointed out that 
'return' is here treated as one of the. structural themes 
common to SJR and SDR, and so historical problems -and 
questions are outside the scope of our present discussion. 75 
There are some textual problems relating to 
I Kings 12: 2 and 20. In MT 12: 2 reads, m? "11m.. -411 
whereas the parallel text in II Chron. 10; 2 reads 
(and he ... returned as opposed to dwelt of 12: 2). 
Chronicles is supported by LXX (Codex Alexandrinus), the 
Syriac version of the Hexapla and the Vulgate. Most commen- 
tators prefer the alternative reading of Chronicles 30*11 .r 'r 
000 inn3wn ). The apparent tension that exists between r... 0 
vs. 2 and vs. 20 only arises if the material is being used to 
reconstruct the events leading up to the division of the 
Davidie kingdom. On purely literary and theological grounds, 
vs. 2 introduces the motif of return as early as possible into 
the narrative after the report of the death of Solomorf. In 
this context, vs. 20 would then constitute a cumbersome 
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76 repetition of what has already been stated in vss. 2.3a. 
Whereas the return of Jeroboam is directly connected 
with the death of Solomon (vs. 2) and the revolt of the northern 
tribes (vss. 12,20), that of David. is presented in terms of 
divine guidance (cf. II Sam. 2: 1). Here we. encounter one of the 
significant differences, in the presentation of Jeroboam and 
David. Jeroboam is presented as divinely designated and 
elected as king of the new northern kingdom (I Kings 11: 30ff), 
but there is no hint of divine guidance-in his move to king- 
ship. Hence we are told that he returns of his own volition 
(12: 2.20). On the other hand the motif of divine guidance 
of David is very strong in SDR. It is manifested not only in 
the so-called Beistandsforme, 77 but also by having David 
inquire of Yahweh before launching on his campaigns 
(I Sam. 23: 2; 30: 7-8; 11 Sam-5: 19), as well as before return ing from 
exile (II Sam. 2: 1). Given the very favourable comments on 
Jeroboam (I Kings 11: 28). the strong element of election 
(VSB. 30-37)., and the Davidic-like promise of, a Mi-P?; 
the absence of any motif of divine guidance in the material 
relating to the return of Jeroboam must be counted as an 
oddity. It is possible that here we may have the first hint 
of the significant divergence that will occur in the Jeroboam 
and Davidic material, as we move nearer to the completion of 
the models that these two kings came to represent. 
K. Kingship : The fulfilment of the promise (I Kings 12: 20; 
II Sam. 2: 4; 5: 1-3) 
There are two important elements common to SJR and 
SDR in this final stage. These are (a) the role of the 
king's son, and (b) the role of the -northern tribes. In both 
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stories the king's son is the 'catalyst that accelerates 
the march of the-king designate to kingship. He seems to 
constitute little more than a theological/literary 
functionary that moves the promise of a kingdom (I Xings 11: 
30ff; I Sam'. 16: 1-13; 'passim) to its fulfilment. Rehoboam 
and Ishbosheth are porteayed as inept, effecting a break in 
their relationship wiýh a significant sector of their 
father's entourage : Rehoboam rejects the. counsel of the 
7& 01; R! who were his fatherlsýadvisers., while-Ishbosheth 
quarrels with Abner his father's These acts lead 
eventually to the revolt of the northern tribes and the offer 
of kingship to Jeroboam and David. 
The northern tribes perform a crucial role in SJR 
and SDR at this stage. Their role is probably rooted in the 
old understanding of kingship as a gift to be offered. It 
therefore fits in well with the traditions in SJR and SDR 
which stress that kingship came to Jeroboam and to David as 
a divine gift (I Kings 11: 11,30ff; I Sam. 15: 28; 16; 1-13). 
We have already drawn attention to the relationship between 
79 - I Kings 12: 16 and II Sam-5: 1., Although the words put 
into the mouth of the northern tribes in the two texts stand 
on opposite sides of the Davidic claims to kingship over all 
Israel, they seem to perform the identical theological and 
literary role : they move the promise of kingship to its 
fulfilment. 
Given all that we have said about the structure of 
SJR and SDR, it would seem as if SJR can easily provide a 
thematic/literary skeleton upon which the more elaborate 
episodes of SDR can be easily attached. Each 'joint' in the 
skeleton becomes greatly enlarged and embellished in SDR, as 
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the compiler used traditional material to 'flesh out' the 
straightforward presentation of the basic themes of SJR. 
This is done with the specific purpose of emphasizing Davidic 
electio*n to the kingship of all Iprael. We can therefore make 
the following comparative outline of SJR and SDR: 
SJR 
A. A cammid of Yahweh 





marriages,, that can 
lead to the worship 
of foreign gods. 
(I Kings 11: 2) 
B. The ccmmand is 
discbeyed 
C. The king's discb- 
edience causes 
anger 
D. There is a threat 
to take the kingdan 
ft, m the disobed- 
iert king 
Solamon marries 
foreign wcmen and 
worships their 
gods. (3.1: 1,4-6) 





Yahweh will tear 
kingdcm fýran 
Solomn (11: 11) 
Threat with 
Syrrbolic action: 
Ahijah tears his 
gamert and 
declares that Yah- 
weh is about to 




Conmwd (direct) to O'll! 17, 
Arnalek. 
(I Sam. 15: 3) 
Saul (and the people) spare 
Agag and the best of the 
spoil of Anolek (15: B-9) 
Samuel (and Yahweh? ) 




Yahweh rej ects Saul 




Samuel's garment is torn 
and he declares that Yahweh 
is about to tear the 




E. There is a promise to 
give the kingdcm to 
anot. her person 
F. There is a hostile 
reaction by the king 
to the one to whom 
the kingdom will be 
given 
9he kingdom wi Il be 
given to Solomon's 
servant,, later 
identified As Jero- 
boam (11: 11b, 30ff) 
Solcmon tries to kill 
Jercboam (11: 40a) 
G. The kirg designate 
flees for safety to 
a foreign country 
H. The king designate 
is given asylum by the 
Id. ng of the foreign 
country .0 
I. The king dies while 
the king designate 
is still in the 
foreign country 
Jeroboam flees to 
F, gypt (11: 40b) 
Shishak receives 
Jeroboam ard allows 
him to remain in 
F4gypt until the 
death of Solomon 
(3.1: '40b) 
Jeroboam hears of 
Solomon's death in 
F, ýt (12: 2a) 
SDR 
The kingdom will be given 
to Saul's neighbour later 
identified as David. 
(15: 28b; 16: 1-13) 
Saul tries to kM David 
(19: 10,11-17) 
David flees ... finally 
to Gath (27: 1) 
Achish receives David and 
gives him the city of 
Ziklag (27: 6) 
The news of Saul's death 
is brought to David at 
Ziklag (II Sam. l: lff) 
J. r1he king designate Jeroboam returns David returns under divine 
returns to Israel on bis own guidance (II Sam. 2: 1) 
initiative (12: 2b; 20) 
K. Me promise of the 
Icingdom is fulfilled 
A1.1 Israel makes 
Jeroboam king of 
the north (12: 20)' 
The men of Judah make 
David kIng over Judah 
(2: 4) 
All. Israel make h: h king 





explanation and theinterpretation of the 
. 
contrasting experiences of history. 
On the basis of the above outline, and in the context 
of all we have said'so far, it seems as if the structure of SDR 
is very similar, to that of SJR. SDR however goes beyond the 
Davidic claims of SJR to affirm the legitimate claim of the 
Davidic, dynasty to kingship over all Israel., 
But emerging out of this interaction of the two stories 
is what can be, treated, as, a reflection and indeed an interpre- 
tation of an important national event, the division of the 
Davidic, kingdom. And here we encounter what will develop to be 
a very crucial link between kingship and an important thread 
of the national experience. And this link is at work not only 
in the account of Jeroboam's rise, but also in SDR. The contri- 
bution of David to the consolidation of the nation must have 
surely been one of the main reasons for the subjugation of the 
house of Saul to (the house of) David in SDR. Thus a positive 
national experience, the rule of David is told against the 
background of what can be viewed. as a negative one, the failure 
and the demise of the first king, Saul. 
Although the division of the kingdom, is treated as 
one of Israel's most painful national experiences, at least in 
SDR, it is an event and, indeed the only one from which Jeroboam- 
emerges in a positive light. However the negative and positive 
themes which are applied to the national experience and to 
kingship are present. Solomon is transformed into a model of 
disfavour and credited with the direct responsibility for the 
division of the Davidic kingdom, just as Saul becomes responsible 
for the demise of his dynasty and the establishment of David's. 
41a 
This sets the stage and indeed opens the way to apply the same 
interpretation not only to the destruction of Jeroboam's 
dynasty, but more important to the destruction of his kingdom 
(cf. I Kings 13: 33-34; 14: 7ff). 
But even at this early stage David functions as a 
blam to salvage what is presented as a bitter experienceg i. e., 
the failure of Saul. Although kingship is the source of this 
experience yet in David an element of hope is introduced into 
the institution, and into the national experience. The antithesis 
of the good king (model of favour)/bad king (model of disfavour) 
is therefore set up. A similar antithesis is at work in SJR 
between Jeroboam and Solomon. 
This antithesis which becomes the context within which 
the explanation of all the national experiences are to be found, 
finds expression in our three major themes. These themes are 
related to the two important institutions of dynasty and cultP 
and attempt to identify specificallyo the reason for the numerous 
disasters which Israel experienced. They gather up the antithe- 
sis by affirming the Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem cultv 
and rejecting their counterparts in the North. The three themes 
which have been identified in our Introduction as Israel's . 
legitimate dynasty, the legitimate representation of Yahweh's 
power and presence, and the place of the legitimate Yahweh cult, 
become the focal point around which much of the material from- 
SDR onwards is constructed. 
SJR and SDR can tberefore be understood as part of the 
process which seeks to draw out of kingship an interpretation 
of history. The kingship created around Jeroboam and David 
constitutes the basis upon which the process jr, constructed. 
4! D 
In the next three chapters, we will be examining the development 
of the process beyond SJR and SDR. Special attention will be 
paid to the way Jeroboam and David are cast into contrasting 
models of kingship. This contrast is crucial for understanding 
the effect the kings are presented as having upon the flow and 
outcome of the history of their kingdoms. 
I 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I 
The term llstý)ryll is preferred to "history" since the 
latter term seems to make certain claims which cannot 
be sustained given the theological, and literary 
nature of the materials. The term "story" does not 
however rule out the possibility that there are some 
historical remnants in the twb blocks of material. 
But as the two blocks now stand, they should pro- 
bably be approached primarily on aliterary and 
theological level. ra; ther than treated as sources that 
enable historical reconstruction. 
cf. Gunn's discussion of this subject: The Story of 
King David pp.. 37ff. 
also: Wharton, J. A. 'A plausible tale, Story and 
Theology in II Sam. 9-20; I Kings 1-21 INT 35 (1981) 
341-354. 
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JBL 88 Part 1, (March 1969) pp. 69-72. 
Klein, R. 'C; nce More: Jeroboam's Rise to Power' 
Critical Notes, JBL 92t (1973) 582-584. 
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Fulfilmetit motif in the book of Kings: Studies in 
Deuteronomy, (London 1953) pp. 78ff. 
4. cf. Gray, J. I& II Kings, pp. 288ff. 
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material: 
cf. Montgomery, J. A. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary 
on the Books of Kings, ed. Henry Gehman (Edinburg 
1951)p pp. 231-232. 
WUrtbwein, E. Die BUcher der K6nige, I Kdnige 1-16 
Das Alte Testament Deutsch, Neues G6ttinger Bibelwerk, 
G*o'ttingen (1977), p. 131. 
The claim of Nelson that the section I Kings 11: 1-13 is 
"entirely Deuternonomistic" seems to ignore the core 
of older material present. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Star, e 11 of the Development of the Prototypes: 
The Establishment of National Shrines: (Kings 
. 
12: 26-33; 11; Sam. ). 
1. King, - cult and the interpretation'of history. 
The cult is given Ia crucial role in the interpretation 
of Israel ýs history as reflected in the Deuteronomic history. 
Jeroboam's establishment of the shrines of Dan and Betbelp 
and David's installation of the Ark in Jerusalem however seem 
to forge an important link between kingship and the cult. 
The role of the king becomes an extension of that attributed 
to the culto thus making the cultic actions of the king one 
of the key factors determining the flow an outcome of the 
nation's history. 
It is witbin this cult-king-history relationsbip 
that the royal models of disfavour and favour emerge. Kingship 
becomes the institution which provides the answers about the 
relationship between the nature of cult and the experiences 
of the nation. The nature-of the cult of North and South 
and consequently the model of kingship which a close association 
with the particular cult represents, is firmly established4 
in this stage. 
The cultic importance of Jerusalem plays a crucial 
role in the process. Part of our task at this stage will 
be to explore how the two contrasting tbemes built around the 
establishment of the Jerusalem cult by David, and its rejection 
by Jeroboam, function to create the two contrasting models of 
kingship. An attempt will be made to draw out of the models any 
reflection upon the national experience which may emerge at 
AT 
this stage. ' In this way, we will keep to the fare that, irfipov= 
tant link between king, cult and history. 
2. The delimitation of the units 
(a) I Kings 12: 26-33 
Not all'critics would treat 12: 26-33 as a unit, ' There 
seems to be three basic approaches to the unity of this small 
pericope. One'approach represented by Montgomery/Gehman treats 
1 
vss. 26-31 as being distinct from vss. 32-33. , It is argued that 
vss. 26-31 deal with Jeroboam's Icultic innovations' while, vss. 
32-33 draw attention to his 'presumptuous impiety. 
2 Vss. 32-33 
are then attached to ch. 13 which is thought to be addressing 
the same problem. 
3 
A second approach to the unity of 12: 26-33 is reflected 
in the work of Noth, 
4 Rehm, 5 WUrthwein, 6 and Gray. 
7ý These scho- 
lars regard vss. 26-32 as a unit and attach vs. 33 to ch. 13.8 The 




regards 12: 26-33 as a unit. The position of Burney and Skinner 
merit some serious consideration. 
The two disputed verses 32 and 33, seem to be an inte- 
gral part of the preceeding material. They seem to function 
more as a culmination of the report of Jeroboam's cultic innova- 
tions than as an opening to the story of ch. 13. They tell of 
the extent to which Jeroboam's sin, i. e., his cultic innovations 
were carried. 
The close relationship existing between 12: 26ff and 
ch. 13 in no. way leads to, or necessitates the attachment of 
12: 32-33 to ch. 13. This relationship seems to be based on the 
sin (12: 26-33) - judgement/consequence (ch. 13) structure so 
M 
prevalent in Samuel - Kings. In the context of tbis structure 
all of Jeroboam's sins as listed in 12: 26-33 rather than 
specifically his presence at the altar at Bethel (vss. 32b-33) 
I 
constitute the background, to the story in ch. 13. It is 
significant to note that in 13: 1 we'are again told that Jeroboam 
is at the altar of Bethel. This seem to reduce considerably 
the literary dependence of ch. 13 upon 12: 32b-33.13: 1 can 
be treated as the start'of a new story, the previous one being 
concluded in 12: 33. In our discussion, 12: 26-33 will be treated 
as a unit, whose primary concerns are with the cultic innovations 
of Jeroboam. 
I Sam. 6 
II Sam. 6 is widely regarded as a literary unit. 
12 
The unity of the chapter has however been subjected to some debate. 
Questions have been raised about the relationship of the Michal 
episode (Vss. 20-23) to the rest of the material in the chapter. 
Some scholars treat it as a late entry into the story of ch. 6.13 
As such it is an appendix to rather than an integral part of the 
story about the entry of the Ark into Jerusalem, 
Rost raises some questions about the unity of ch. 6 
from a different angle. he removes the Michal episode from the 
story of ch. 6 and assigns it to the beginning of the Succession 
story. 
14 Rost's argument rests heavily on his 'Ark narrative' 
theory. 15 In this narrative which is concerned primarily with 
the fortunes and functions of the Ark, 
16 the Michal episode 
would be an oddity. It could then be assigned to another section 
of the David story as Rost does, or even be treated as a secon- 
dary accretion as mentioned earlier. 
fk 0 
If however ch. 6 is seen in the wider context of the 
story of David rather than in tbe, more narrow contexts ofýan, 
Ark narrative or Succession, story, the Michal episode ceases 
to be an oddity and becomes an indispensable part of the 
17 
chapter. It performs a very important function in the story 
of David. It links the central concerns of, SDRO i. e. 9 the 
legitimate claims of the Davidic house to kingship over all 
Israel, with anotht:, r concern that is central to the Davidic 
material beyond SDRI, the legitimacy of the Jerusalem cult and 
its demands upon all Israel. This is achieved by introducing 
into the story about David's establishment of the Jerusalem 
cult, the theme of the dynastic claims of the house of David. 
We are therefore inclined to treat the Michal episode as an 
integral part of ch. 6, and consequently treat the chapter as 
a literary unit. 
The presuppositions and affirmations of I Kings 12: 26 3ý 
and II Sam. 6. 
In our analysis of SJR and SDR, we drew attention to 
the centrality'of the theme of Davidic election in each group 
of-traditions. But whereas SJR seem to modify the conceptq 
restricting Davidic hegemony to the-kingdom of Judah, SDR affirms 
in no uncertain terms, the divine election of David (and the 
Davidic, house? ) to kingship over all Israel. 
The theme of'Davidic election surfaces again in the 
materials following immediately after SJR and SDR, i. e., I Kings 
12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6. There are two significant things to 
note about the theme in these two narratives. First, the theme 
like that in SDR, strongly affirms Davidic election to kingship 
over all Israel (cf. I Kings 12: 26-27; Il Sam. 6: 20-23). 
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Secondly, it is closely linked to the issue of cultic legitimacy. 
Jeroboam who rules over what for the narrator is a legitimate 
part of the Davidic kingdom, crdates two illegitimate symbols 
of Yahweh's power and presence (vs. 28). The two shrines created 
can therefore be understood as one of the direct consequences 
of Jeroboam's rejection, of Jerusalem with its legitimate 
shrine, and the divine elected Davidic, dynasty. 
In contrast, David the one chosen by Yahweh to rule 
all Israel, rescues the Ark, and so enhances his status as 
Yahweh's elected. Its installation in Jerusalem as the (only) 
legitimate symbol of Yahweh's power and presence, creates the 
crucial link between the election of David and that of Jerusalem 
as Yahweh's dwelling place. The Arkg David and Jerusalem become 
inextricably bound up to represent a firm indicator of Yahweh's 
presence among his people. David's relationship to the Ark and 
Jerusalem, can be held in contrast to Jeroboam's relationship 
to them. 
As I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 now standq they can 
be seen to reflect a number of presuppositions about the Davidic 
dynasty, the Ark and Jerusalem. These in turn can be placed 
under three common themes, namely, "Israel's legitimate dynasty, " 
"The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence, " 
and "The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. " But whereas in 
I Kings 12 : 26-33 the presuppositions take the form of a number 
of "Accusations" against Jeroboam's dynasty and the northen 
cult, in II Sam. 6 they are presented in the form of "Affirmations. " 
This relationship between the two blocks of material can be 
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The above outline seems to reflect two basic questions. 
These are, who. constitute the legitimatedynasty in Israel,, 
and what are the important elements of the legitimate Yahweh 
cult?. We shall now analyse the two units of material to 
discover how these questions are addressed in the context of 
the "Presuppositions",. "Accusations'I and "Affirmations" as 
set out above. 
I Kings 12: 26-33 
This pericope consists of a series of accusations 
levelled at Jeroboam and the northern cult. Each accusation 
is based on a presupposition that seems to reflect a 
Judaean/Jerusalemite perspective. 18 We, can therefore 
analyse the pericope, by first stating the presupposition and 
then the accusation related to it. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Presupposition The Davidic dynasty is the legitimate 
ruler of all Israel. 
Accusation Jeroboam who is a usurper ruling over 
a legitimate part of the Davidic 
kingdom, prevents the people (of the 
North) from returning to their 
legitimate ruler, the house of David. 
The words put into the mouth of Jeroboam in 
vss. 26-27 make a firm link between the return (n; t)of the 
kingdom to the house of David, and the death (Ijtj) of (the 
house of? ). Jeroboam. These two motifs are held together by 
that of allegiance enabling the narrator to use the nIM? -II'M 
theme to support his presupposition. Thus allegiance npl-11"D 
is presented as being just a step removed 
from allegiance to in ma This spells death for Jero- 
boam and consequently the end of the secession from the house 
63 
of David. The double use of 11?; here is not unlike that 
in II Sam-7. In both cases its use reflects a close 
relationship between the house of David and the Jerusalem 
temple (cf. Ii Sam-7: 5ff). In vss. 26-27 the two are 
presented as being inseparable, reflecting one of the 
fundamental-tenets of David-Zion theologye 19 
I A bit more needs to be said about the Zjt7 motif 
in relationship to the presupposition of the narrator. The 
motif is used to underline the claims of the Davidic dynasty 
to kingship over all Israel. The verb occurs no less than 
three times within vss. 26-27 : 
-TIJ n-); ý 
It is the second statement that betrays the narrator's true 
position. The crucial words in this statement are 
and Ringgren has pointed out that one of the 
many understandings of the heart. ( 3ý) in the Old Testa- 
ment is one that regards it as the "seat of religious know- 
ledge". 21 It is that part of man that make decisions about 
his religious response to Yahweh. 22 The narrator in the 
second statement, may be implying that this power of right 
response was still at work in the people even 
if absent from Jeroboam. 
But this response for the narrator was one of 
return (M*jt7) to On"37K Rehoboam. In the context of the 
understanding of : 1ý mentioned above, MqV as it appears in 
the second statement may be a call to the people of the north 
20 
to make the right response, i. e. return to the house of David, 
e4 
23 
and the house of Yahweh in Jerusalem. Rehoboam who may 
be functioning h-ere as a representative of. the house of 
David is not only the people's king 'but also their lord. 
Since * 1ý-T§ can denote lauthoritv over' as well as 
'exclusive claims upon' like those of a master upon his 
slave, 
24 
001; lz as used in vss. 26-27 may be supporting 
the belief in the exclusive rights of the Davidic dynasty to 
kingship over all Israel. The return of the people would 
therefore be a return to t heir legitimate master. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
Presupposition There can be no images of Yahweh, 
only the Ark in Jerusalem to rep- 
resent his power and presence. 
Accusation The bull images made by Jeroboam and 
declared the god(s) of the Exodus 
are illegitimate symbols of Yahweh's 
power and presence (vss. 28-30). 
This presupposition combines the old prohibition 
against images with the great cultic importance credited to 
the Ark. By reporting the making of the calves immediately 
before the statement preventing pilgrimage to Jerusalem, the 
narrator is indicating that they should be understood as 
replacements for, the cultic object to which the people went 
up Jerusalem., i. e. the Ark. 
25 The calves are 
therefore replacements-for the object that gave Jerusalem its 
cultic, legitimacy. The thrust of the narrative is however, 
that there can be no substitute for'the Ark, and consequently 
no replacement of th6-Jerusalem shrine. 
These two points arelronically emphasized in the 
actions-and words credited to Jeroboam in vsi28. This verse 
65 
constitutes the epitome of the narratorle p@l@nli@ gggi, 
the northern cult. 
26 It indicates the extent to which the 
basic cultic rules contained in our presupposition were 
violated. 
It would not be too meticulous to maintain that 
whereas vs. 28a is clearly based on the tradition against 
images, vs. 28b goes beyond this to touch on the question of 
the manifestation of Yahweh's power and presence. The form 
of the image, i. e. a calf (bull), may be secondary to these 
two issues. 27 The prohibition against images is one that 
probably goes back to the "initial phbLsell of Israel's 
religion 
?8 There is some debate about whether the 
prohibition reflects a "spiritualized conception of God"., 
29 
or if, as von Rad claims, it reflects a concept that God 
is not at man's disposal. 30 However it is interpreted, it 
became one of the important pillars of Old Testament 
religion, 
31 
Not that the prohibition was adhered to with a 
purist rigidity'. The presence of Nehushtan in the Jerusalem 
sanctuary of all places testifies to this (cf. II Kings 
18: 4). 
32 
Vs. 28 seems to represent the '-purist' strand of 
the attitude to the presence of images in Israelite religion. 
One can hardly overlook the ironic contrast between the two 
actions'of Jeroboam. Reading T. V-111 with MT 
instead of ksCL, t7tcp4L%--8r% with Vaticanus 
and Lucian, this phrase can be seen to exist in sharp contrast 
with the phrase ou *Ow *W The contrast is 
based on the tradition in the Old Testament that the giving 
and receiving of counsel TT"T) should lead to the improve- 
ment or the correction of a situation. Thus the counsel of 
66 
Jethro facilitates the judicial process in Ex. 18, while 
that given to Absalom by Hushai, secretly on David's behalf, 
leads eventually to David's restoration to power (cf. II Sam. 15: 
32-37; 16: lff). On the other hand, the rejection of the 
right counsel can lead to disaster as in the story of 
Rehoboam (I Kings 12: 6rf). 
That which should lead to improvement and correction 
leads instead to disaster for Jeroboam. It leads to the 
breaking of the prohibition against images and consequently 
the rejection of an important element of the legitimate 
Yahweh, cult. The fact that the images are calves, does add 
a wider dimension to Jeroboam's Kt7n. but without necessarily 
intensifying it. His actions are simply placed within the 
wider context of Canaanite and indeed Near Eastern religion, 
33 where the bull was a widespread religious symbol. 
There is a remarkable peculiarity about the reports 
about images as they appear in the Old Testament tradition, 
which may carry some important implications for our inter- 
pretation of vs. 28b. The images are invariably reported to 
be those of other gods rather than of Yahweh (cf. II Kings 
10: 27; Amos 5: 26). This may be a reflection of the concept 
34 
of Yahweh's transcendence. One of the basic tenets of 
this concept would be that Yahweh cannot be represented by 
an image. How far then is this 'peculiarity' mentigned above 
reflected in vs. 28b? 
It may be of some significance that in vs. 28b the 
narrator uses the general term for the calf images. 
Unlike the name Yahweh, 01,, *Acan be used in a very general 
35 
sense and does not apply exclusively to the god of Israel. 
Although it can be used in very close association with Yahweh, 
67 
and even interchangeably, it does not carry the same 
theological 'weight' as the name Yahweh? 6 
, 
The different 
significance attached to the two words can be grasped from 
the way they are employed, in Ps. 96: 5 
For all the gods of the people 01myn 4), 
i 
are idols (). --f 
but Yahweh made ýýe heavens. 
This distinction between 01, "fý. t. 'and Yahweh should not be 
overlooked in the interpretation of vs. 28b. Instead of the 
present phrase 
IMF 
we could have had 
(cf. Ex. 20: 1) 
The latter would identify the calves with Yahweh in a way 
that the fomer does not. 
Nor does the reference to the Exodus suggest that 
the text should be interpreted to mean., that the people of 
37 the North identified the calves with Yahweh. We may have 
at work at this point in the text the notion of misdirected 
allegiance, where asin Hos. 2: 5ff,, the people are accused of 
crediting to another god (Baal), what belongs exclusively to 
Yahweh. This is still some distance away from the total 
identification of Yahweh with the calves of Dan and Bethel. 
Given all that we have said above, could it be 
that the narrator in I Kings 12: 26ff in spite of the strong 
polemical nature of the material, maintains that dominant 
tradition of the Old Testament that never identifies images 
or idols with Yahweh? If so, h6 is projecting two distinctive 
elements of illegitimacy onto the cult of the North. The 
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first is the employment of images in worship contrary to an 
ancient prohibition against this. The second is associating 
Yahweh's power manifested in the Exodus with an image that 
clearly represents another god.. The latter stands as an 
affront, not only to Yahweh, but to the only legitimate 
representation of hispower and presence, the Ark in 
Jerusalem. 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
In this section there is a general presupposition 
from which tour specific ones are derived. The general one 
as stated above is 
There can be no legitimate Yahweh cult 
outside of Jerusalem 
We shall now examine the specific presuppositions in relation 
to the accusations against Jeroboam which they sustain. 
Presupposition Jerusalem where the Ark is housed is 
the place to which pilgrimage is to 
be made. 
Accusation Jeroboam prohibits pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem and initiates pilgrimages 
to Dan and Bethel (vss. 28b. 29,30). 
Jeroboam's prohibition against the people's pil- 
grimage . to Jerusalem has often been linked to the celebration 
38 
of the Feast of Tabernacles. But the statements in 
vss. 27a and 28b could refer to any one of the three pilgrim 
feasts listed in the festival calendar of Ex. 34: 18-24 
(cf. also, -Ex. 23: 14-17). The significance of the pilgrimage 
motif in the present context is probably less concerned with 
a particular pilgrim feast than with the belief that 
69 
pilgrimage to the Jerusalem sanctuary is an indispensable 
element of the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
The idea that Jerusalem is the only place of pil- 
grimage is of course secondary to the general idea of 
pilgrimage as it appears in the old calendars of feasts in 
the Pentateuch. In those calendars of Ex. 23: 14-17 and 
34: 18-24, the stipulation simply demands the appearance of 
all males three times in a year nInj 1*7ýý 139-ýK (cf. 23: 17; 
34: 23). This term as here used can imply any sanctuary in 
39 
Israel. It was probably at a later date that it became 
closely associated with the presence of the Ark, so that 
"Before Yahweh" came to mean "In the presence of the Ark" 
(cf. II Sam. 6: 5.14., 17,21; II Sam-7: 18). 
40 
The story of I Sam. 1 seems to indicate that pil- 
grimage could demand the journeying to the place where the 
Ark of Yahweh was housed. Worship "Before the Lord" means 
going to the shrine of the Ark (cf. I Sam. 1: 19). 41 The same 
held true when the Ark came to rest in Jerusalem. The old 
demands of the cultic calendars to appear before Yahweh three 
times each year now meant appearing before the Ark in 
Jerusalem. This is clearly the understanding of Deut. 16: 16-17 
42 
as well as I Kings 12: 26ff. 
In I Kings 12: 28bv29s3O, Jeroboam stands accused 
on two counts given the above understanding of our pre- 
supposition. The first is his ban against making pilgrimages 
to Jerusalem, which constitutes the removal of an important 
element of the legitimate Yahweh cult. This point is power- 
fully expressed in the phrase, 
The use of the verb may indicate that the prohibition 
of Jeroboam is to be understood as one against the participation 
70. 
in one of the great pilgrim feasts of Jerusalem. 
43 
Alongside the prohibition against participation 
in the Jerusalem cult stands the statement about the people 
going to Dan and Bethel (vs-30). This constitutes the 
second count upon which Jeroboam stands accused. The shrines 
of Dan and Bethel are illegitimate and so are not true 
reflections of the Yahweh cult. This illegitimacy is'under- 
lined by having Jeroboam place a golden calf in each shrine. 
It seems however that the illegitimate status of the pil- 
grimages to Dan and Bethel is being linked more to the 
absence of the Ark at these shrines, than to the presence of 
the Canaanite fertility symbols of the calves, if as we have 
argued above, the Ark became the symbol par excellence of 
the legitimate Yahweh cult. 44 
The XIKTO of vs-30 would therefore involve,, not 
only what precedes in vss. 28-29 but also what follows in 
vs. 30b. 46 This point is appreciated by Burney who after 
some restoration of the text renders vs-30b - 
for the people used to go before the 
one to Betri_el and before the other 
unto Dan. 46 
Gray interprets this verse to mean that the people made 
pilgrimage to Dan and Bethel. 
47 In our opinion this is a 
correct interpretation. It seems however that the 
illegitimacy of the pilgrimages, a factor which the narrator 
is clearly attempting to emphasize, is better represented by 
rendering 07M qZ12ni "for the people went" than by 
Gray's, "and the people went . 
48 The former phrase reflects 
the pivotal role of the mp motif which not only holds 
together vss. 28-29 and 30b, but penetrates the entire body 
71 
of the material in 12: 26-33. Pilgrimage to ])an gnq B@thel 
constitutes one of the powerful expressions of the motif. 
This action-is anathema to the narrator's basic pre- 
supposition that Jerusalem with Yahweh's legitimate 




The Levites are the (only)-legitimate 
priesthood in Israel. 
Jeroboam appoints non-Levitical priests 
to his sanctuaries (vs. 31b, 32b). 
The process that led to the Levites being recognized 
as the only legitimate priesthood in Israel remains complex 
and somewhat obscure. It is difficult to identify the start 
of their climb'to cultic ascendancy although some scholars 
are prepared to place it in an early period of Israel's 
history. 49 Another school of thought locate their origin 
in the non-Israelite priesthood of Kadesh. 50 It is claimed 
that they were converted to Yahwism and eventually became 
its "champions". 51 This raises some questions about the 
tradition that Levi was the tribe entrusted with priestly 
functions in IsraelP2 Eichrodt maintains thatoriginally 
the Levites as a group of priests were distinct from the 
tribe of Levi, the identification of the two being a later 
process. This he claims was the work of the Aaronic group 
and was possible only after the disappearance of the tribe 
53 of Levi. This theory does little t6 remove the obscurity 
surrounding the Levites' rise to priestly supremacy. 
In discussions on the history of Israelite 
priesthood, the rise of the Levites to prominence was placed 
by Wellhausen within the second of the three phases into 
72 
which he divided the history. There was an early phase 
when there was no hereditary priesthood., a second 
corresponding to the'period of the monarchy during which 
the Levites came to prominence and dominated the Jerusalem 
cult, and a third during the postexilic era, when the house 
of Aaron replaced the Levites. 
54 De Vaux later adopted a 
similar approach in his treatment of the subject, dividing 
the history of priesthood into the eras of non-Levitical 
priests. Levitical priests, and the era of priests and 
Levites. 55 
There seems to be some biblical support for the 
analysis of Wellhausen and De Vaux, although the position 
of De Vaux is more in keeping with the biblical evidence. 
His second era, the one with which we are specifically con- 
cerned, is most likely the era when there were deliberate 
attempts to trace the ancestry of all priestly houses to 
Levi. 56 The terms "priest" and I'Levitell became synonymous. 
This is reflected in sections of the book of Deuteronomy 
that speak of the I'Levite priests" (cf. Dt. 18: 1; 21: 5; 24: 8; 
27: 9; 31: 9.25). The same term is found in Josh-3: 3; 8: 3 and 
Ez. 43: 19-44; 15. In Ez. 40: 4,6; 43: 19 -and 44: 15, the house of 
57 Zadok is counted among the Levitical priests. 
The narrator's comment in I Kings 12: 31b clearly 
reflects the position of the above texts that all priests 
are Levites, and probably derives from the second era of 
58 the history of the priesthood. But there seem to be two 
aspects to the accusation in 31b. One is contained in the 
term 137 -)Iý The Iq 
IIiSRZ; the second in 
first term is regarded by Aberbach and Smolar as crucial for 
the interpretation of Jeroboam's religious policy. 
59 But 
73 
given the strong polemical character of the material the 
term may be more a reflection of the narrator's own position 
than an indication of the pedigree of the northern priest- 
60 
hood. 
There has been some disagreement on bow exactly 
lzp should be'rendered. The Authorised Version (AV) 
probably under the influence of a Latin translation ex faece 
61 
populi rendered C) 37 west of the people". "From the lo 
Most commentators reject this interpretation. But whereas 
the RSV renders the phrase, "From among all the people", 
Gray62 and Montgomery63 prefer,, "From the whole range of 
the people". This translation is close to Burney's. "From 
among the whole of the people". 64 It is based on the usage 
of the same phrase in such texts as Gen. 47: 2; Num. 22: 41 and 
Ez-33: 2 where it definitely implies 'mass' or 'inclusiveness'. 
But not all commentators are satisfied with the 
more or less 'neutral' translation above. Aberbach and 
Smolar65 following Ehrlich,, 66 render CZý 11ý3RP , "From 
among the best elements* of the people", basing this on what 
they term "a proper understanding of the socio-political 
tensions present at the birth of a revolution". 67 A similar 
translation is found in Talmon who as an alternative to the 
Revised Version's "From among all the people", suggests, 
"From among the outstanding men of the people". 68 It seems 
however that this rendering of C? jl ni3p,, ý like that of the T 
AV introduces an element that finds no suýport in the text. 
In the case of Aberbach and Smolar, the socio-political 
factor seems alien to material that functions primarily at 
the level of polemical theology. In other words, I Kings 
12: 26ff as a later Judaean polemic against the northern 
74 
cult gives us few historical clues about the birth of the 
northern cult. 69 An even greater weakness in the inter- 
pretations of Aberbach and Smolar, and Talmon, is the reversal 
of what is surely meant to be a. negative statement about 
the northern priesthood into a positive one. 
It seems therefore that the translation of Gray 
and Montgomery is by far the better one. It maintains the 
polemical character of the pericope I Kings 12: 26ff, while 
remaining faithful to the better attested translation of 
, nýxRý as 'whole', 'Sum', 'Mass',, etc. 
70 One hardly 
needs to adopt the translation of the AV to appreciate the 
first aspect of the narrator's accusation relating to the 
priesthood of the northern cult. By having Jeroboam recruit 
his priests from C? qMXR4ý there is above all else a 
violation of the hereditary principle that governed the 
recruitment of priests in the monarchical era. 
71 The dis- 
tinction between o1p; II'V: and o? q seems important for the 
narrator, lending some support to the suggestion that the 
material in I Kings 12: 26ff has been influenced by one of 
the priestly circles in Jerusalem. 
72 Part of the 
accusation against Jeroboam is that he fails to make this 
distinction. 
But the 013, ID recruited by Jeroboam receive a 
more precise description in the phrase 11 
.ý 
Im "p-0 
If as we have claimed earlier, the accusation of vs-3lb- 
reflects the domination of the Jerusalem sanctuary by the 
Levites, then our phrase may be based not merely on the 
exclusive claims of the house of Levi, but more on the 
exclusive claims of the Jerusalem priesthood. These claims 
would be based on their association with Yahweh's only 
75 
legitimate cult., that of Jerusalem. Vs. 31b is therefore 
another manifestation of the narrator's position that there 
can be no cultic legitimacy outside of the sphere of the 
cult in Jerusalem. 
Presupposition The date of the r5qu lu is 
the 15th day of the sev6nth month.. 
Accusation Jeroboam appoints a feast on the 
15th day of the eighth month. i. e. 
he changes the date of 10 
The fixing-of the date of was in the 
early period of its history most likely "linked with the 
process of nature". 73 In the oldest cultic calendars 
(Ex. 23: 16; 34: 22), the designation of the feast as 
'the feast of harvest'., seems to suggest a flexible date 
largely determined by the state of the crops. Since it is 
possible that the harvest could ripen at slightly different 
times each year, the celebration of the feast would reflect 
this pattern. The stipulations about the feast that occur in 
Ex. 23: 16; 34: 22 seem to reflect a flexibility of date. 
Ex. 23: 16b states, that the feast should be observed 
jl; ýI, and EX-34: 22, MýU JIBIP. ý Whereas the latter 
phrase clearly points to the end of the year (lit. the 
circuit/going around of the year), the former can denote 
either the going out of the old year or the 'coming forth' of 
the new. 
74 
On these two interpretations of n4u m; m 
11. zou la could be celebrated either during the last week 75 
of the old year, or the first week of the new. It seems 
therefore that there is some support for the claim that there 
was clearly "no hard and fast-time" for the celebration of 
an at least in the early monarchy*76 
76 
In contrast to the flexibility of dates reflected 
in Ex. 23: 16 and 34: 22, Lev. 23: 33 states that the feast should 
be celebrated on'the fifteenth day of the seventh month. 
This is clearly the presupposition behind the accusation in 
I Kings 12: 32b. The shift in date attributed to Jeroboam 
constitutes for the narrator, a change in divine law, and 
as such an affront to Yahweh himself. 
While Gray treats the precise date of vs-32b 
(15th day of 8th month) as reflecting a post-exilic fixing 
77 of the date of other scholars regard it 
as an indication of the earliest date of the festival. 
Morgenstern has argued that this date was probably nearer to 
the fifteenth day of the eighth month, than to the fifteenth 
day of the seventh month. ý78 Morgenstern's argument is 
heavily dependent upon, the work of Julius and Hildegard Lewy, 
who advanced the hypothesis that the dates of festivals in 
early Israel were fixed according to an old Canaanite 
"Pentecontad calendar". 79 It is thought that this calendar 
was distinctively agricultural in character. It was based 
upon the stages of the annual crop, dividing the year 
according to agricultural festivals. 80 
In this calendar, Morgenstern maintains, the 
celebrationýof 115on - ;u was on the fifteenth day of 
the eighth month. This was later changed by Solomon who 
abolished the old pentecontad calendar for a solar one to 
81 meet the needs of "international commerce". In this new 
calendar, nbprj 113 was celebrated-in the seventh month 
as opposed to the eighth month in the older calendar. This 
change, it is felt, never took root in the predominantly 
agricultural north, where the old calendar continued to be 
77 
used. 82 
The theory of Morgenstern seems to offer a 
plausible explanation for the apparent difference in the 
celebration of rj*zýa In aý implied in I Kings 12: 32a. 
It would mean that the innovation attributed to Jeroboam may 
have been no more than a resurgence of an-old cultic 
tradition. 83 The narrator has however turned what would 
have been popular cultic practice into a polemic against 
Jeroboam and the northern cult. This is clearly reflected 
in vs-33 where the month in which the festival is celebrated 
in the north is . described as one whi ch 84 
Given the fact that the accusation of vs-32a may 
reflect an older traditional date for the celebration of 
PZM, ] and in the light of the polemical nature of 
I Kings 12: 26-33, one must be extremely cautious about 
drawing historical conclusions on the basis of this material, 
In other words the accusations of 12: 26-33 cannot be, turned 
into historical statements about the state of the northern 
cult immediately after the secession of the tribes. We have 
already made this point in our discussion of the accusation 
about the non-Levitical nature of the northern priesthoods 
85 
and the same holds true for that about 
The opposite approach is however reflected in many 
of the discussions on 12: 32a, which is treated as a statement 
about the actions in the establishment of the northern cult. 
Talmon therefore finds in the statement an attempt by 
Jeroboam to dissolve the ties binding Ephraim and Judah, by 
adjusting the calendar to "actual climatic and agricultural 
86 
conditions prevalent in the north of Palestine". Earlier, 
the weakness of this theory was, pointed out by Dalman who 
78 
rejects the claim of a significant difference in climatic 
87 conditions between northern and southern Palestine. The 
climatic/agricultural motive remains a weak basis upon which 
the support for the historical accuracy of vs. 32a can be built 
Another interpretation of vs-32a, based on the 
assumption of its historical accuracy,, links it to the 
celebration of the New Year featival. This interpretation, 
which finds support in Gray, sees in vs-32a an attempt by 
Jeroboam to create a counterpart of the New Year festival. 
The festival of Jeroboam intended to combine the sacrament 
of the covenant with the royal divine ideology of the 
Canaanite New Year festival. 88 It could also be interpreted, 
according to Gray, as a "hasty" move by Jeroboam to counter 
the influence of Rehoboam's recent accession as king over 
Judah at the New Year festival. 89 Gray's theory is based 
on the assumption that there was a New Year festival in 
Israel, as Mowinckel and others have claimed. 90 This 
festival, it has been argued, took place on the first day 
of the'seventh month which Lev. 23: 24 declares as a day of 
solemn rest I)IDT JýIIMZF). The festival would therefore 
be a part of a great autumn festival that culminates with 
Ilboil In (cf. Lev. 23: 23-36). 91 
Apart from the fact that the existence of a New Year 
festival in Israel comparable to similar festivals in other 
nations of. the Ancient Near Eatt is still to be proved, 
92 
the theory of Gray can find little support in 12: 32a, even 
if it was treated as a historical statement. Vs-32a must 
therefore remain at the level of polemical 'accusation', 
having the specific purpose of creating Jeroboam into a 
model of disfavour. Picking up the pilgrim motif of 
79 
vss. 26-30 where the narrator accuses Jeroboam of instituting 
pilgrimage to the wrong places, i. e. Dan and Bethel, he is 
accused in vs. 32a of celebrating a great pilgrim feast, on 
the wrong day. The motif is employed again in vs-33 where 
Jeroboam goes up 
93 
to the altar at Bethel on the 
fifteenth day of, the eighth month, the heretical date of 
In 
Uv) Presupposition Sacrifice is to be offered by'the 
legitimate cultie functionary, 
the priest. 
Accusation Jeroboam usurps the office of the 
priest and offers sacrifice 
(vs-32b). 0 
Although the idea that only the priest was allowed 
to offer sacrifice is probably late, 94 it undoubtedly 
represents a long process in which certain cultic acts 
became the exclusive right of the priest. Sacrifice was one 
of the more significant ofýthese acts. There is some biblical 
evidence to indicate that during the various stages in the 
development of the system of sacrifice,, 'persons other than 
priests could perform the rite (cf. I Sam. 2; II Sam. 6: 13,17; 
I Kings 8: 62-63). It is possible however that at most stages 
the priests performed some specific function at the 
sacrificial ceremony. These functions probably involved the 
enforcement of the regulations governing the offering of 
sacrifice, 95 as well as the pronouncement of certain 
declaratory formulas (cf. Ex. 29: 28). 96 
It would seem however that there is some ambiguity 
surrounding the king's role in the sacrificial rite, at least 
in Samuel-Kings. Only four kings, Saul, David, Solomon and 
Jeroboam are reported offering sacrifice. Of these, Saul and 
80 
Jeroboam are criticized for doing so, whereas David and 
Solomon are not. Although the story in I Sam. 13 contains 
the reason for Samuel's criticism of Saul's offering of the 
sacrifice, which clearly links up with the command of Saul 
in I Sam. 10: 8, there may be a second reason which may also 
I 
be present-in the preslupposition behind I Kings 12: 32b. The 
narrators in I Sam. 13 and the one in I Kings 12: 32b; 33 seem 
to be stating that Saul and Jeroboam do not possess the right 
to function as priest-king. This is in contrast to the roles 
of David in II Sam. 6 and Solomon in I. Kings 8: 62ff. Do we 
therefore have reflected in I Kings 12: 32b'a tradition that 
understands the role of priest-king to be the sole pre- 
rogative of the Davidic dynasty? 
The world of the Ancient Near East was familiar 
with kings whose official duties involved functioning as 
priests on certain occasions. 97 In II Sam. 6 and I Kings 
David and Solomon respectively function as priests on what 
are to be understood as two great cultic occasions in 
Israel, This is in keeping with the pattern of, Mesopotamias 
and as McKenzie has pointed out, may suggest that the king 
was the head of the priesthood. 98 (cf. also, II Sam. 24: 25; 
I Kings 3: 4,15; 9: 25; 12: 33; 11 King, 16: 12-15). Ps. 110 gives 
special insight into the priest-king concept in Israel. This 
psalm applies the concept specifically to the Davidic 
dynasty. 99 The king of the Davidic line is pronounced a 
priest, and the legitimate successor of the priest-king 
Melchizedek. He is legitimate king and legitimate priest. 
This belief formed the basis for much of the royal ideology 
of the Davidic dynasty. 100 
al 
Like so many of the other cultic traditions 
present in I Kings 12: 26-33, that of priest-king was no 
doubt used to convey a measure of prestige upon the 
Jerusalem cult. When it was applied to the Davidic dynasty, 
it became one of the other exclusive traditions of the 
Jerusalem cult, restribting this ancient cultic function to 
the Davidic dynasty. The narrator of I Kings 12: 26-33 main- 
tains this exclusive understanding of the priest-king 
tradition. Jeroboam, an illegitimate king (vs. 26-27) who 
establishes an illegitimate cult (vss. 28-32a), is also an 
illegitimate priest (vs. 32b). 'The accusation in vs-32b con- 
stitutes one of the important elements that creates Jeroboam 
into a model of disfavour. 
(b) II Sam. 
When II Sam. 6 is read against the background of 
the preceding Davidic material, especially the acquisition 
of kingship over all Israel, and the conquest of Jerusalem 
(II Sam-5),, the chapter seems to make some important state- 
ments about the importance of the Ark, Jerusalem and the 
101 Davidic dynasty for the cultic life of Israel. Indeed 
the story in ch. 6 seems to make such strong claims for 
these three institutions that the claims should be treated 
as affirmations about the Ark, the cultic importance of 
Jerusalem, and the election of the Davidic dynasty. There 
are three basic affirmations, each containing a number of 
themes and sub-themes. In this section we shall be 
examining these affirmations, but shall go on to show that 
many of the themes of II Sam. 6 are also present in I Kings 
12: 26-33, and have important implications for the interaction 
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of the two models, of kingship represented by Jeroboam and 
David. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Affirmation The Davidic dynasty is the legitimate 
ruler of all Israel, and custodian of 
the Yahweh cult. (vss. 20-23). 
Within vss. 20-23, the motif of the election of 
the Davidic dynasty is fused with the motif of the cultic 
significance of the Ark. The latter is expressed in terms 
of. blessing ( 1-1; -IR ) as in vss. llb, 12a and 18. As the Ark 
brought blessings to the house of Obed-edom, so David as 
custodian of the Ark brings blessings to his house. This is 
an expression of his election by Yahweh which is linked 
directly to the presence of the Ark in Jerusalem (vs. 21). 
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By placing the statement about the election of 
the Davidic dynasty within the immediate context of Michal's 
rejection of David, and the wider context of the installation 
of the Ark in Jerusalem, the narrator cleverly extends 
Michal's rejection to include the Jerusalem cult (i. e. the 
Ark) as well. By rejecting David, Michal rejects Yahweh. 
This is implied in the words of David in vs. 21, where his 
actions that caused the offence to Michal, were performed 
nini -13507 who elected him to be over Israel. The 
narrator strengthens the Davidic claims by reminding his 
readers that it was in the place of the rejected Saul that 
David was elected. The one who establishes the legitimate 
Yahweh shrine, is himself a legitimate king, elected to 
office by none other than Yahweh himself. 
David's statement in vs. 22, along withthe comment 
@5 
of vs. 23, underline the election/dynastic motif of V6,21. If as 
Petersen claims, likkabehl in vs. 22 "implies first and foremost" 
103 the possession of-sons, then David's reply (vs. 22) and the com- 
ment of vs. 23 may be an emphasis on the continuation of the 
Davidic dynasty in spite of the non-participation of the house 
of Saul (Michal) in the process. 
The continuation (survival? ) of the Davidic dynasty is 
seen to depend, not on the benevolence of the house of Sault but 
on the goodness of Yahweh alone. This point is further re-empha- 
sised through the motif of Michal's barrenness. This motif is 
nothing short of an outright rejection of any joint claims by the 
house of Saul to kingship over all Israel. Michal's failure to 
produce an heir can also be interpreted as forfeiting to the 
house of David exclusive claims to kingship over all Israel. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
Affirmation The Ark is the (only) legitimate symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence (vss. 2ff). 
This affirmation is reflected in the statement of vs. 2bp 
and also in the Uzzah episode (vss. 6-11). In vs. 2b we have a 
description of the Ark which is crucial for understanding it-as 
a symbol of Yahweh's power and presence. The Ark is identified 
with the name of Yahweh and as the place where lie resides. 
To be called by the name of the 'Lord of hosts' is to 
share in his power, given the understanding of the significance 
of a name in the Ancient Near East and in Israel. The work 
'name' (Heb. sem) is often used in association with the name 
'Yahweh' in the Old Testament tradition as a synonym of Yahweh's 
power. In Ex. 23: 21 the name of Yahweh is linked to the supreme 
manifestation of his power, the exodus from Egypt. The messenger 
SZA 
1ýý 
is endowed with power of Yahweh and is able to 
guide Israel on the journey through the wilderness because the 
name of Yahweh is in him. 
The attributes of the name of Yahweh are attributes of 
power, and in turn are attributes of Yahweh himself. In I Sam. 
17: 45 David accuses Goliath of approaching him with merely a 
spear and a javeline, whiie David approaches the fearsome giant 
in the name Yahweh. The power of the, name of Yahweh is there- 
fore placed over against the power of the spear and javeline. 
That David is the one who wins the contest-affirms the power of 
the name of Yahweh. 
It is within this context of the tradition about the 
power associated with the name of Yahweh, that link-created 
between the Ark and Yahweh's name is to be understood. It is 
also to be understood in the context of the decisive role of the 
Ark in war (cf. Jos.. 6: 11ff), and its power over Israel's enemies 
even when the standing army is defeated. Hence it continues, -to 
exert power over the Philistines long after they had defeated 
the army of Israel (I Sam. 5 and 6). The Ark as a manifestation 
of Yahweh's power conquers his enemies and consequently brings 
salvation to Israel (cf. Ps. 68: Num. 10: 35ff). 
The description ofthe Ark as the place where Yahweh is 
entbroned introduces another motif of power. This is the theme of 
Yahweh's kingship which is closely bound up with the Ark. Thus the 
movement of the Ark into the sanctuary, symbolises Yahweh's entry 
as king (cf. Ps. 24: 7ff). The close relationship that is thought to 
exist between Yahweh's kingship and his power is well documented 
in the Psalms. Ps. 95: 3-5 and Ps. 99: 1-2 are two good examples of 
this. Both reflect a close link between Yahweh's kingship and his 
power. Ps. 99: 1-2 apart from emphasising Yahweh's power contains 
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a clear reference to the Ark: 
Yahweh reigns ( Jýý #'Iln? 
I ); 104 let the peoples tremble, 
He sits enthroned upon the cherubim 
let the earth quake! 
Yahweh is great in Zion; he is exalted over all the 
peoples. 
The theme of Yahweh's power and kingship also finds expression 
in vs. 4a where he is described as Jý 
Given all that we have said above, we can safely 
claim that the phrase 1-)ýy 
used in reference to the Ark, defines it as an important 
symbol of Yahweh's power as well as his presence. We would 
not be too far astray if we claim that it seems to identify 
the Ark as the only cultic object that can represent Yahweh's 
power and his presence. This may be reflected in the other 
part of the description of the Ark,, [MI K7.4--MýX 
Very few things in the Old Testament are described as being 
"called by the name of Yahweh". The phrase occurs in 
Deut. 28: 10, where it refers to Israel, depicting her as a 
special nation among all the peoples of the earth. This 
position of Israel no doubt., is based on her unique relation- 
ship with Yahweh, something which the other nations do not 
enjoy. In a *Similar way., the Ark exists in a "unique 
relationship" with Yahweh, representing his power and presence 
in a way that no other cult object can. 
This understanding of the Ark is 'illustrated' in 
the Uzzah episode (vss. 6-11). This episode has called forth 
much discussion, most of it concentrating on its cultic 
significance. Gray finds in the name Perez Uzzah, traces of 
the cult of the star Venus, 105 whereas Kraeling thinks that 
the name refers to the "adyton" in which the Ark was'kept in 
the sanctuary of-Obed-edom. 
106 Other scholars have concen- 
trated on the cultic significance of the threshing f1bor, 
detecting some influence of the Canaanite fertility rites in 
vss. 6-11.107 Mowinckel has argued that the pericope reflects 
an annual nýq. festival procession which started from the 
temple of Obed-edom to which the Ark had previously been 
brought, the procession moving into Jerusalem to the temple. 
108 
Another important aspect of the discussion finds in the 
episode an attempt to account for the replacement of the 
priestly family of Abinadab by the Zadokites-of Jerusalem. 
109 
As ingenious as these interpretations of the Uzzah 
episode may be, the episode is above all else an affirmation 
that the Ark is the symbol of'Yahweh's power and presence. 
This is captured in the phrase 1-1 -T 73 n J-11 ?T -29 T 7M 
(vs. 8). The-verb in the qal stem carries several 
meanings. It can be rendered, 'to break' or 'breakdown" e. g. 
a wall, 'to cause a break', 'scatter' or 'disperse'. 
110 
The 
noun TIP can be translated 'a breaking forth' (cf. Gen-38: 29)2 
but can also be rendered "overthrow' . 'calamity f or 'a breach 
in the wall'. Both words have strong connotations of 
power that are associated with the possession of superior 
strength in war. Hence the comment of Smith : 
Yahweh.... literally had broken a breach 
112 
such as gives a city into the hands of 
the enemy. 
Hertzberg on the other hand remarks that Uzzah was killed by 
the "blow of Yahweh". 113 
The war motif of vs. 2b resurfaces in Tj; and TýA 
treating the Ark as a symbol of the power thatýYahweh 
uses against his enemies. A similar concept is to be found 
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in earlier stories about the Ark, especially in the Dagon 
episode of I Sam-5: 1-5 (cf. also,, vss. 6-12). It also finds 
support in David's rhetorical question (vs. 9). which con-' 
stitutes his surrender in the faciýý of the great odds against 
him (cf. Vss. 10-11). 
But the narrator of II Sam. 6 preserves another 
tradition about the Ark as a symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence. - that stands in stark contrast to the story of 
Uzzah. This is the fradition about the blessings 
associated with the Ark (vss. 11b. 12a). 114 The double report- 
of the blessing of the household of Obed-edom may be the 
narrator's method of emphasizing that a new era had begun in 
the relationship between the Ark and all it symbolizes, and 
Israel. - Within this wider relationship was the more special 
one with David and his household, and Jerusalem. The moving 
of the Ark to Jerusalem is therefore to be understood as 
moving also the blessings that are now associated with it. ' 
Lucian captures this idea by inserting after the report of- 
the blessing of Obed-edom in vs. 12a, 
k4X ImLv 64%#%. S Cw, -cr-rp&4jw T-,, v 4! uXcyLdv 
F-, L,, 5 Irt'" C51 V. 'ov 
(And David said, 11 will turn the 
blessing to my house') 
Carlson has correctly pointed., out, that although the verse 
is most likely secondary, it is "correct in its intention". 115 
The tradition identifying the presence of the Ark with Yahweh's 
power to bless, became one of the corner stones upon which 
much Judaean theology was built. The traditions of Yahweh's 
election of the Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem cult, are 
undoubtedly two of its manifestations. 
116 
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C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Affirmation Jerusalem, where the Ark is housed, is 
the place of the legitimate Yahweh 
cult. 
The status that Jerusalem enjoyed as a national 
cultic centre was to a-very large extent due to the presence 
of the Ark. 117 Campbell 119 and Kraus 
119 have noted that the 
narrator in II Sam. 6 stresses that the presence of the Ark 
in Jerusalem was due more to the providence of Yahweh than 
to the power of David (cf. vs. 9-12). The choice of Jerusalem 
as Yahweh4s resting place is therefore his free choice. 
120 
David is however given a very important role in 
II Sam. 6. He leads the Ark procession into Jerusalem (vs. 14), 
and prepares a tent ( 'ýQkp) in which the Ark is installed 
00 (vs-17a)., The placing of the Ark 'mkin nirm imipp 
.TI 
must surely be anticipation of its permanent resting place 
in the temple of Solomon. 
121 Besides, given the fact that 
the temple could be also called a tent (cf-Pss-15: 1; 27: 5; 
61: 5; 78: 60). there is a strong possibility that here we may 
have a merging of two separate traditions of Yahweh's 
presence among his people, the traditions of the Ark and the 
Tent. 122 Jerusalem becomes the place where Yahweh is 
present on a permanent basis, and consequently the place where 
he meets his people. It is therefore to Jerusalem that Israel 
must go to meet Yahweh. 
The placing of the Ark into the tent is to be 
understood as the point at which, Yahweh's power to bless 
which is linked to the Ark in vss. 11b. 12a, comes to rest in 
Jerusalem. Indeed it is the point at which Yahweh himself 
takes up abode in Jerusalem (cf-PS-132: lff). It is hardly 
§p 
surprising that it is presented as a time of fvstjVp Op? Ljng (vss. 
14-16), and solemn cultic ceremonies (vss. 17-19). Yahweh as king 
comes to take up residence in his city. The. occasion is described 
by the narrator of II Sam. 6 as one of cultic pomp and ceremony, 
in which'David plays the leading roýe. 
In this way, the narrator is able to combine the 
importance of the Arkv wit-b the cultic significance of Jerusalem 
and the bavidic dynasty. As the place which now becomes the home 
of the Ark, the ancient legitimate symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence, the cultic status of Jerusalem is affirmed. It is now 
the elected place of the Yahweh cult, and owes its status not to 
David, but to Yahweh who pompts David to make Jerusalem his 
(Yahweh's) dwelling place. 
The Ark, David and Jerusalem, now merge to become the 
important indicators of Yahweh's saving presence and power at 
work in Israel. Each becomes a channel, a crucial link between 
Yahweh and the nation. Beyond II Sam. 6. Yahweh's relationship 
to the nation, as well as the experiences of the nation are all 
interpreted in the context of the ambit created by the Ark, the 
Davidic dynasty'and Jerusalem. Thus Jeroboam's rejection of 
all three is interpreted as a sin which leads to destruction 
(I Kings 12: 30; 13: lff, 33; 14: 7ff; 11 Kings 17: 21-23). In a 
similar manner, Manasseh's refusal to acknowledge the cultic 
significance of the Ark (temple) and Jerusalem, and the cultic 
responsibility of the Davidic dynasty, leads to the destruction 
of cult, dynasty and nation (II Kings 21: 11-15; 23: 26-27; 24: 3-4). 
II Sam. 6 can be understood as a reminder of this 
significance and responsibility. The events recorded here con- 
stitute a watershed not only In the history of the Jerusalem and 
national cult, but also in the history of the nation. Jerusalem 
is undoubtedly affirmed as the place of the legitimate Yahweh 
cult, but the Michal episode seems to indicate, this will not be 
vo 
readily embraced by all. The door remains open to the possibility 
that Jerusalem, along with the Ark and the Davidic dynasty may be 
rejected and bring-disaster (barrenness) to all who do so. Blessed- 
ness (vss. 12,20) and barrenness (vs. 23) are the two direct con- 
sequences of acceptance and rejecti. on of the Ark and of Jerusalem 
where it rests, and of the Davidic dynasty its custodian. 
4 Five common themes ofI Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 which 
function to create the royal models of disfavour (Jeroboam) 
and favour (David). 
The narrators of I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 create 
Jeroboam and David into models of kingship which stand in sharp 
contrast to each other. The 'Accusations' and 'Affirmations' 
which we have already examined in the context of our three broad 
themes have begun the process of creating the kings into the con- 
trasting models. We now draw out from these three themes five 
more themes, which facilitate the creation of the models, and 
sharpen their contrasting features. 
Israel's legitimate dynasty 
First theme: Dynastic claims in the context of rejection 
Jeroboam fears rejection by 
his subjects and identifies 
Rehoboam as lord of his 
(Jeroboam's) kingdom 
(vss. 26-27) 
David is rejected by Michal, 
but aeclares his election 
by Yahweh to be prince over 
all Israel in place of 
Saul (vs. 21) 
By placing a confession of the Davidicýclaims to the 
northern kingdom upon the lipii of Jeroboam at the very beginning 
of an account about the consolidation of his kingdom, the theme 
of legitimacy. is at once introduced into the narrative, Like 
Saul in I Sam. 24: 16-21, Jeroboam confesses the legitimate 
dynastic claims of his rival. 
The immediate context of fear of rejection'and fear of 
death accentuatbs the weakness of Jeroboam's kingship and the vulner- 
ability of his kingdom. The Davidic dynasty becomes a threat, and he is 
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placed in a peculiar relationship to the Yahweh cult in Jerusalem: 
what should be a symbol of salvation, becomes a symbol of 
death. This close link between the kingship of Jeroboam and 
death, continues into I Kings 13 and 14 and is reflected in 
the 'death' of his hand (13: 4) and the death of his son 
(14: 12ff). 
The motif of rejection which functions as a co'ntext 
for questioning the legitimacy of Jeroboam's claim to king- 
ship, is used by the narrator of II Sam. 6 to affirm the claim 
of David to kingship over all Israel. In contrast to Jeroboam, 
David is portrayed as having very strong claims to kingship. 
This is reflected ift his retort to Michal which cites Yahweh 
as the one who elected him as 7141 in place of Saul. In 
their present context the words of David function as a 
declaration of his and probably his dynasty's indisputable 
claim to kingship over all Israel. This " -Irl; - conscious- 
ness"123 of David stands in direct contrast to the I MIR 
consciousness' of Jeroboam. We may also note that the two 
contrasting types-of consciousness attributed to the two 
kings are linked to conflicting attitudes to the Jerusalem 
cult. is linked to the establishment of the Jerusalem 
cult symbolized by the installation of the Ark, whereas r1l; 
is linked to Jeroboam's rejection of Jerusalem and his 
establishment of rival shrines. 
By placing the claims of the Davidic dynasty upon 
the lips of Jeroboam and David. -the narrators of I Kings 
12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 are able to affirm their own convictions 
about Israel's two rival dynasties, and at the same time 
create Jeroboam and David into contrasting models of kingship. 
Jeroboam by acknowledging Rehoboam as the 1ý14 of his own 
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kingdom, brings into sharp focus the illegitimacy of his 
claims to kingship. David by reminding Michal of his 
status, underlines the role of Yahweh in the establishment of 
the Davidic dynasty as a replacement of the rejected Saul. 
The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence, 
Second theme: The symbols of Yahweh's power and presence 
Jeroboam installs calves David installs the Ark in 
at Dan and Bethel as sym-, J-e-rusalem as the symbol of 
bols of Yahweh's power and Yahweh's power and presence 
presence (vss. 28-29). (vs-17). 
The Old Testament, contains no explicit statement 
about how Yahweh's power and presence should be represented 
in Israel. The prohibition against images in the decalogue 
presents the negative side of the problem, and simply states 
that Yahweh should not be represented by an image of any 
kind. 
124 
The Ark which was clearly-not to be thought of as 
an image of Yahweh, eventually emerged as the symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence 
225 
The process that led to the 
conferring of this status upon the Ark is very'difficult to 
determine, since most of the'traditions about the Prk as they 
now stand, represent the merging of older and later, 
126 
traditions. The Ark tradition supplanted another ancient 
tradition that accounted for Yahweh's presence i. e., the 
tradition of the sacred tent 77ýZ) and emerged'. at 
least in Judaean circles, as the only legitimate symbol of 
, 127 Yahweh's power and presence. 
In reality however, the Ark was probably only one 





image of a bull. 




But while the first two were absorbed 
into the official Yahweh cult of Jerusalem, the cherubim 
tradition merging with that of the Ark, the bull tradition 
remained outside of the official Yahweh cult of Jerusalem. 
Eventually the two were-viewed as being diametrically opposed 
to each other. 131 
In I Kings 12: 28-29., Jeroboam becomes the focus of 
the Jerusalem tradition that stands opposed to the use of the 
bull symbol to represent Yahweh's power and presence. He 
becomes the one responsible for introducing what the 
narrator regards as an alien cultic symbol into Israel. The 
twin motifs of power and presence are captured in the words 
placed into Jeroboam's mouth in vs. 28. He declares that the 
god of the people is present : '2NIF? IT'InONS npon. 
and mentions the greatest manifestation of his power, 
We have already discussed 
this verse in some detail, adopting the position that it is 
accusing Jeroboam of idolatry as well as misplaced allegiance. 
132 
The accusation is reflective of the tension that existed bet- 
ween the Jerusalem shrine and those of the North. 133 
The centrality attributed to the bull symbols in 
I Kings 12: 26-33, has led some scholars to identify their 
function'with that of the Ark in the Jerusalem temple. 
134 The 
Judaean narrator may therefore be rejecting the cultic status 
given to the bull symbols in the northern shrines. For him, 
this status was reserved exclusively for the Ark in Jerusalem. 
What was the exact function of the bull symbols of Dan and 
Bethel is difficult to determine. On the basis of the function 
of similar images in the other religions of the Ancient Near 
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East, several scholars have'argued that Jeroboam's images 
functioned as pedestals upon which Yahweh was thought to be 
enthroned. 
135 
The concern of the narrator is clearly not 
with the function of the images as pedestals. They con- 
stitute, in his view, the cultic symbols of an illegitimate 
cult., and as such cannot represent Yahweh's power and 
presence. 
Both I Kings 12: 26-33'and II Sam. 6 seem to reflect 
the tension that existed between a theology of Yahweh's 
presence, and an iconic propensity towards his visualization. 
II Sam. 6: 2 seems to suggest one solution to the problem : the 
Ark is'surely the symbol of Yahweh's presence since he is 
enthroned upon it ", il ju : iýý nims qn?, but he 
is invisible. He 'is neither the cherubim nor the Ark. ' They 
simply constitute his throne. 
136 
There can be no visualization 
of Yahweh, given the theological position of 6: 2. The"'narrator 
of I Xings 1ý: 26-33 imputes the very opposite to the northern 
shrines. There, according to him, presence and visualization 
become synonymous. The bull symbols are therefore addressed 
by Jeroboam as qln*, 7K (vs. 28). 
Jeroboam and David are therefore presented as the 
champions of two opposing understandings of the relationship 
between Yahweh's presence and his visualization. The former 
fails to maintain the tradition represented by the Ark in 
which the belief in the power and presence of Israel's God 
does not demand his visualization in any form. David not 
only maintains the tradition but is credited with placing it 
at the very centre of the cultic life of his kingdom. 
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C. The place of thelegitimate Yahweh cult 
Third theme': Pilgrimage/procession to'Jerusalem 
(a) Jeroboam expresses fear David and the people go to 
about his subjects going Raale-Judah to bring up the 
up to worship at Jerusalem Ark to Jerusalem. 
(vss. 26-27) 
The theme of-pilgrimage/procession to Jerusalem is 
linked directly to the power of the king in, each unit. In the 
Jeroboam passage, he is depicted as being threatened by the 
people's allegiance to the Jerusalem sanctuary. Going on 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem is therefore an indication of his 
powerlessness. The ultimate manifestation of this would be 
the return of the kingdom to the Davidic house and his death 
(vs. 27). 
Jeroboam's fear and powerlessness brought on by 
the people's pilgrimage to Jerusalem, are in stark contrast 
to the power of David. The latter is able with ýtýjyý? 
137 (30,000). to bring up the Ark to Jerusalem. He is in con 
trol of his people who join in the 
effort to return to prominence the legitimate symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence. 
(b) Jeroboam forbids pil- David initiates a grand 
grimawe to Jerusalem procession to Jerusalem 
(vs. 2 ). (vs. 2,12). 
The negative element that is introduced into the 
Jeroboam material through the motif of fear (vss. 26-27) is 
sustained by the prohibition of vs. 28. Whatever reasons there 
might have been for the decline in the attraction of Jerusalem 
as a place of pilgrimage for the people of the North., vs. 28 
makes it the direct responsibility of Jeroboam. This no doubt, 
is a popular polemical explanation of a more complex 
I. Da 
process. 138 The cogency of the phrase 0ý'? -Z-j 
u:. Wi-ni seems-to suggest that it should be understood as 
constituting more than a simple prohibition. The phrase is 
normally translated., "You have gone up long enough to 
Jerusalem" (cf. Deut. 1: 6; 2: 3). But a similar phrase in 
Ez. 44: 6, .. is rendered by 
most commentators, "Enough of all your abominations.... " 
This translation clearly contains an element of disgust and 
disdain. 139 In spite of the difference in context, the 
possibility that this element may also be contained in the 
phrase of I Kings 12: 28 cannot be ruled out. 
140 Given this 
possibility, the narrator puts into the mouth of Jeroboam 
an expression of disdain for the legitimate Yahweh cult in 
Jerusalem. The cultic measures of Jeroboam are to be under- 
stood as the practical manifestations of this disdain. 
In contrast to Jeroboam, David as leader of the 
party which goes to recover the Ark, initiates a grand 
procession to Jerusalem. The narrator provides us with some 
details of the initial stage of the procession, which may 
suggest that these details carry some cultic significance for 
him. We may note these details : 
(a) The Ark is placed nlnz-12K V 
(b) It is brought out 
(a) and ý')nK (Uzzah and K-T 7 Ahio) drive the new cart . T 
(d) David and 12HU? nlm-, 7D danced nln? 13D17 with all 
their strengtý. r* 
(vss. 3-5). 
David's supervision and control of the events are in keeping 
with the great cultic importance that the narrator attaches 
to the Ark. In contrast to Jeroboam's rejection of the Ark., 
141 
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David displays the reverence as well as the joy that this 
great symbol of-Yahweh's power and pres'eri6e demands. ' It 
is no coincidence that the Ark is placed on a new cart. This 
implies a state of ritual rectitude for which David is 
largely responsible. The same can be said of the employment 
of Uzzah and Ahio as guardians of the Ark. 
There are numerous problems relating to the 
significance of these two names. While most commentators 
treat MT as two proper names "Uzzah and 
Ahio% 142 Wellhausen, influenced by LXX, changes 
to read ý, )nK (his brother). 
143 Budde on the other hand has . 111, 
suggested that the name Zadok be inserted before Ahio to read 
"Uzzah and Zadok his brother... " 
144 In spite of the 
difference of these three positions, they all seem to display 
an inclination to link a legitimate priestly figure with the 
movement-of the Ark to Jerusalem. Thus Hertzberg who supports 
the first position identifies Uzzah with Eleazar who in 
I Sam-7: 1. is consecrated to tend the Ark. 145 All three 
positions stress the role of a legitimate cultic figure in 
the procession of the Ark to Jerusalem. David as the one 
who employs these cultic, personnel, is thus-portrayed as 
being aware of the need for the right cultic procedure when 
dealing with the Ark of Yahweh. It therefore moves from 
what is probably to be understood as a legitimate cultic 
site,, "The house of Abinadab on the hill", 
146 
and moves in 
a legitimate procession to Jerusalem. 
The motifs of fear and death which underline 
Jeroboam's prohibition of the people's pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem (vs. 2-7), can be contrasted with the motifs of joy 
and celebration that are used to describe the movement of 
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the Ark by David and '7KIT? into Jerusalem. The 
dance of David (vs. 12) which Ahlstr5m describes as being 
147 "intensive, and erotically provocative"., emphasizes the 
festivity that came to be associated with pilgrimages to 
the central Yahweh shrine. This festivity is reflected in 
many of the psalms that'describe pilgrimages to the temple 
(cf. Pss. 43: 31ff; 122: 1). In II Sam. 6 David is presented as 
the epitome of the joy that marked the Ark's procession to 
Jerusalem, a joy which Michal fails to grasp and so con- 
sequently rejects. 
(c) Jeroboam and the people 
go on pilgrimage to the 
bull shrines of Bethel and 
Dan i. e. they go away 
from Jerusalem 
(vss. 30b, 32,33). 
David and the people carry 
the Ark in procession into 
Jerusalem (vss. 16-17). - 
Jeroboam who forbids pilgrimage to Jerusalem (vs. 28) 
now institutes a rival pilgrimage to Dan and Bethel. Some 
scholars find in vs-30b reference to an inaugural procession 
which can be compared with that of the Ark in II Sam. 6.148 
That there are some strong affinities between the procession 
motifs in I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 can hardly be denied. 
It seems however that the motifs in the two narratives do 
not necessarily point to an inaugural procession. 
149 In 
I Kings 12: 26ff, the motif is used primarily as'a negative 
element that helps to create Jeroboam into a model of 
disfavour. 
In vs-33 the motif of procession (away from 
Jerusalem) is combined with that of the 'wrong' date of 
. 1a (cf. vs. 32a). The phrase,, 
1? -n,; fl--is 1'2 "Z1 
D 
CT 
can be interpreted to mean that Jeroboam made a pilgrimage 
to Bethel on his appointed date of nýRg an . 
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so, he goes away from Jerusalem to an illegitimate shrine, 
celebrating an illegitimate pilgrim festival. The motif of 
procession is therefore used to maintain Jeroboam as a model 
of disfavour. 
The narrator of II Sam. 6 makes two significant 
statements about the point at which the Ark procession enters 
Jerusalem : David is leaping and dancing nl, -Il -13Mý and 
Michal despises him in her heart. ' Here we have juxtaposed, 
celebration and rejection. But the same is true of I Kings 12: 
30bs 32-33, where the celebration associated with nbýg Ig 
is juxtaposed to Jeroboam's rejection of Jerusalem and the 
correct date of the festival. Michal performs a role 
identical to that of Jeroboam in relation to the-procession 
motif. They both represent a position that stands diamet- 
rically opposed to processions/pilgrimages to (into)-Jerusalem. 
In II Sam. 6 this is accentuated by placing Michal "at the 
151 window" away from the procession. She is depicted here 
as spectator rather than participant. She has no part in the 
procession and consequently no part in the that is T T* 
so closely associated with it. 
The role of Michal as the one who rejects the 
procession of the Ark into Jerusalem, serves to enhance the 
image of David who leads the procession into his city 
-TI; ).. Like the Uzzah episode., she provides the back- 
drop of conflict against which David is able to achieve his 
goal of installing the Ark in his city. Against the 'odds' 
of death and rejection (vss-7,16,20). what for the narrator 
is the great achievement of David's reign ends on a successful 
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and triumphant note (cf. vss. 17-19). Once more we can draw 
a sharp contrast between Jeroboam and David : While the same 
'odds' of death and rejection lead Jeroboam to reject the 
Ark and Jerusalem (I Kings 12: 26. -27), David in spite of them 
is still able to 'embrace' the Ark and establish Yahweh's 
legitimate shrine in Jerusalem. 
Fourth theme : The legitimacy of_priesthood 
Jeroboam appoints non-Levit- David employs Uzzah and Ahio 
ical priests to his shrines, ýE-otend the Ark, and he also 
and he functions as a priest functions as a priest in. the 
at Bethel (vss. 31b, 32-33). Ark procession as well as in 
Jerusalem (vss. 3,14,17-19). 
We have already discussed in some detail the 
problems relating to the legitimacy of priesthood in each 
narrative. 152 But a comparison of the function of the motif 
in each narrative can indicate how it is used to create 
Jeroboam and David into contrasting models of kingship. In 
I Kings 12: 26-33, it is an extension of the Kýn motif that 
is introduced in vs-30a. Jeroboam's appointment of priests 
to tendhis new shrines constitutes a significant stage in 
his movement away from the Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem 
cult. The appointment of non-Levitical priests to the 
shrines of the North seems to be a point of no return for 
Jeroboam. It is the last important element in Jeroboam's 
'construction' of the northern cult before it begins to 
function wýth the celebration of rbpg in (vss. 32-33). 
The non-Levitical status of the priests appointed 
by Jeroboam is given a more precise definition in vs-32b. 
Here Jeroboam stands accused of placing at Bethel 
, IVY, llin: 111 The rejection of the legitimate Yahweh T- 
11 
priesthood is here combined with the adoption of th@ 
Canaanite fertility cult to strengthen the creation of 
Jeroboam into a model of disfavour. ' Jeroboam's priests are 
therefore illegitimate on two grpunds one is heredity, the 
other is their function on the II)Z): -3 That Jeroboam is the 
one who appoints the priests as well as creates the 
(vs-31), makes him doubly responsible for the heretical 
status of the priesthood of Bethel. 
When we turri to II Sam. 6. we find that the theme 
of legitimacy of priesthood, in spite of a level of ambiguity, 
functions to create David into a model of favour. The 
ambiguity surrounds the priestly status of Uzzah and Ahio. 
In our discussion of the problem above, we adopted the 
position that the narrator of II Sam. 6 seems to treat Uzzah 
and Ahio as the representatives of a legitimate priesthood. 
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Given the importance and status attached to the Ark in the 
chapter, one can hardly conclude otherwise. David is not 
made responsible for the cultic status of Uzzah and Ahio in 
the way that Jeroboam is made responsible for the status of 
the priests of the North. The two simply enter the narrative 
at vs-3, with no indication that they are to be numbered among 
the nor among the of vs. 2. V 
They should probably be understood as receiving their cultic 
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status from the ceremony reported in I Sam. 7: 1. 
The functions given to Uzzah and Ahio are partly 
assumed by David in vss. 19-20. His assumption of priestly 
office is described in vs. 14b where he is girded ( j; 1q) in 
a linen ephod ( '73; jj. Lý ). The linen ephod appears in the 
Old Testament as a syrrbol of priestly office (cf. I Sam. 2: 18; 
22: 18; Ex. 28: 4ff) 255 David is the only person outside of 
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the traditional priestly groups who is reported to have worn 
one. This confers a cultic status upon David which is 
undoubtedly related to the priest-king concept. 156 'I"hat 
the occasion is the movement of the Ark to Jerusalem brings 
into focus the relationship between the Ark, the ephod, and 
the priest-king concept as it applies to the Davidic 
dynasty. 157 
David's wearing of the epbod confers upon him a 
legitimate priestly status. His sacrifices during the Ark 
procession (vs-13)9 his dance (vs. 14) and his role as chief 
cultic functionary presiding over the installation of the 
Ark in Jerusalem (vss. 16-19), therefore constitute legitimate 
cultic acts. The wearing of the ephod can also be inter- 
preted as linking David with the ancient priestly and cultic 
traditions in Israel. In this respect we can contrast him 
with Jeroboam, who according to the narrator of I Kings 12: 
26-33, creates a new line of priesthood, his own function 
as priest being a part of the new order. His illegitimate 
claim to priestly functions only serves toconsolidate his 
image as a model of disfavour as those of David enhance 
David's image as a model of favour. 
Fifth theme : Sacrifice 
Jeroboam sacrifices in Bethel David offers burnt offerings 
to the calves 13,0217 TTT5ý? ) and peace offerings 
made (vs-32b). 
he 
in Jerusalem before 
Yahweh n1ril vs. 17). 
The motif of sacrifice'is dominant in I Kings 12: 
26-33 and in II Sam. 6. In the Jeroboam material it enters at 
vs. 27 where it is presented as both the goal and the climax 
of the people's pilgrimage to Jerusalem. It is part of their 
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response to Yahweh. That it takes place in Jerusalem 
i. e. in the presence of the Ark., makes it the 
right and legitimate response. Over against the offering 
of sacrifice in the temple in Jerusalem, stands the offering 
of Jeroboam at Bethel. The nature of'his sacrifice is 
captured in the phrase - 7f;; 7, -10K 01'74. ýft The 
use of the inseparable preposition in conjunction with 
instead of 13Dý may indicate the heightening of 
the polemic against Jeroboam. '13ýý as a form of 0*1ýý is 
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used throughout the Old Testament to denote Yahweh's presence. 
It can also be used with specific reference to the Art 
(cf-II Sam-6: 5,14,17). 159 To have used i3ýý with 
would have amounted to crediting to the bull symbols of Bethel 
a 013D that is reserved for the Ark in Jerusalem. 
. -r 
The use of the term M u-lzýK to describe the 
calves of Jeroboam reminds the reader of their laok of cultic 
legitimacy. Jeroboam's object of adoration is one which he 
himself has made. We can compare Is. 44: 9-20 where the 
prophet's polemic against images is heavily based on the pre- 
mise that because they are made by those who worship them, 
this worship constitutes an act of folly (cf. vss. 18-20). That 
Jeroboam's act of worship is sacrifice, an all important 
element in the legitimate Yahweh cult, only serves to 
strengthen his image as a model of disfavour. 
In II Sam. 6 sacrifice is part of the liturgy of 
the Ark's procession and its installation in Jerusalem. David 
1 
like Jeroboam performs this act as leader of the cult. 
WO 
Unlike that of Jeroboam, David's sacrifice takes place in the 
presence of the Ark and so in the presence of Yahweh. It may 
be of some significance that only the sacrifice that takes 
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place in Jerusalem is said to take place before the Lord (vs. 17). 
Is it, possible that we have here an indirect claim that sacrifices 
are to be made only. in Jerusalem? If so, Da vid's actions acquire 
archetypal significance. He becomes the one who sets a cultic 
pattern which the nation should ad6pt. Through his acts of 
sacrifice Yahweh's presence in Jerusalem, and consequently 
his salvation is affirmed, 
In contrast to the sacrifices of David which affirm 
the cultic significance of Jerusalem, those of Jeroboam constitute 
a blatant rejection of Jerusalem. The sacrifice at Bethel repre- 
sent a threat to the very peace and harmony, indeed the salvation 
which the sacrifices at Jerusalem can secure for the nation. The 
rejection of the Jerusalem cult is therefore nothing short of 
the rejection of the peace and harmony it creates between Yahweh 
and his people (cf. I Kings 12: 26-30). 
Botb I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 support the view 
that peace and salvation are inextricably bound up with worship 
at Yahweh's legitimate shrine in Jerusalem. As the one who 
embraces this salvation through the right (legitimate) cultic 
response, David becomes the model of favour. Jeroboam who rejects 
it through his rejection of, the Jerusalem cut, stands as the 
model of disfavour. 
Given all. the we have said above, the thematic inter- 
action of I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6 as this relates to the 
'Accusations' and 'Affirmations' of the two blocks of material 
and to the creation of the two prototypes of the models of 
disfavour and favour can be set out as follows: (see overleaf). 
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Model of Disfavour 
Accusations 
A. 
Model of Favour 
Affirmations 
Israel's Legitimate dynasty 
Jeroboam who is an usurper 
ruling over a legitimate 
part of the Davidic king- 
dom, prevents his people 
from returning to thd house 
of David (I Kings 12: 26-27). 
The Davidid dynasty is the 
legitimate ruler of all 




Jeroboam fears rejection 
by his subjects and iden- 
tifies Rehoboam as Lord of 
his kingdom (I Kings 12: 
26-27). 
David is rejected by Micbal-, 
but declares his election by 
Yahweh to be prince over all 
Israel in place of Saul 
(I Sam. 6: 21). 
The legitimate representation of Yabweh's power and presence 
The bull images made by 
Jeroboam and declared 
(gods) of the Exodusp are 
illegitimate symbols of 
Yahweh's power and presence 
(I Kings 12: 28-30). 
The Ark is the (only) legiti- 
mate symbol of Yahweh's 
power and presence (II Sam. 
6: 6-12b). 
Second Theme 
The symbols of Yahweh's power and presence 
Jeroboam installs golden 
calves at Dan and Bethel as 
symbols of Yahweh's power 
and presence (I Kings 12: 28- 
29). 
David installs the Ark in 
jerusalem as the symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence 
(II Sam. 6: 17). 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
The northern shrines of Dan 
and Bethel are illegitimate 
shrines with illegitimate: 
M processions 
(ii) priesthood 
(iii) hag hassukkot 
(iv) -sacrifice 
(I Kings 12: 30-32). 
Jerusalem where the Ark is 





(II Sam. 6: 2-19). 
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Third Theme 
Pilgrimage/procession to Jerusalem 
(a) Jeroboam expresses fear 
about his subjects going 
up to worship at Jerusa- 
lem (I Kings 12: 26-27) 
(b) Jeroboam forbids pilgrim- 
age to Jerusalem (I Kings 
12: 28) 
David and the people go to 
bring up the Ark to Jerusa- 
lem (II Sam. 6: 2). 
David initiates a grand 
procession to Jerusalem 
(II Sam. 6: 2,12) 
(c) Jeroboam and the people David and the people carry 
go on pilgrimage to the the Ark in procession into 
bull shrines of Dan and Jerusalem (II Sam. 6: 16_-_1_7FT 
Bethel, i. e. 9 away from l Jerusalem (I K ings 12: 
30b, 32p 33). 
Fourth Theme 
The legitimacy of priesthood 
Jeroboam appoints non- David employs Uzzah and Ahio 
Levitical priets to his to tend the Ark, and he also 
shrines and he also func- functions as a priest in the 
tions as a priest at Ark procession, and in 




Jeroboam sacrifices in David offers burnt offerings 
Bethel to the calves he and peace offerings in Jeru- 
made (I Kings 12: 32b) salem before Yahweh (the Ark) 
(II Sam. 6: 17b). 
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5. Kingship: An explanation and the interpretation of the 
contrasting experiences of history 
Within this stage of the development of the models, 
special kttention is paid to the two national cults as they 
function in the narratives to create the two contrasting models 
of kingship. But the establishment of the national shrines at 
Dan, Bethel and Jerusalem, can be understood in the context 'Of 
the Deuteronomic history, as sowing the seeds which determine the 
course of the nation's history. King and cult emerge from this 
stage, as the two crucial factors which determine the national 
experience. 
This is very pronounced in the Jeroboam material. His 
rejection of Jerusalem and its shrine and the establishment of 
his own national shrines at Dan and Bethel, opens the way to 
disaster. A religion is established which according to the 
narrator, cannot convey Yahweh's power or his presence to the 
people of the North. The cult of the North is therefore not a 
channel linking Yahweh to the people of the North, but a disrup- 
tive force which severs the link between Yahweh and people. 
Jeroboam therefore stands accused of excluding from 
his nation that cultic force which is thought to produce positive 
and good national experiences. The cultic force ema nating from 
his newly ! astablished shrines, is understood to be a corrosive 
force which can only lead to disaster and destruction. This is 
to be clearly-understood by the claim that his cultic actions 
led to sin (I Kings 12: 29). 
The stage is therefore set for a turbulent future. The 
cultic seeds sown by Jeroboam can only bear bitter experiences 
for his nation. The actions of Jeroboam as described in I Kings 
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12: 26-33, must be held alongside the events of II Kings 17. 
These two passages are linked in a sin-judgement relationship. 
It is within the two points of time as represented by the 
passages, that the seeds sown by Jeroboam grown and reach maturity. 
Jeroboam, and all the kings and people of the North are part of 
the process. 
David's installation of the Ark in Jerusalemq functions 
in the creation of the models as one of the crucial factors which 
shapes David into a model of favour. But the functioný*of the act 
extends even beyond this. The installation of the Ark can also be 
interpreted as laying the foundation for a positive secure 
future. The festivity which are cited as part of the Ark proces- 
sion to Jerusalem seems to suggest this, as well as the reference 
to Yahweh's replacement of (the house of) Saul with (the house of) 
David (II Sam. 6: 21). The king who rejected the command of Yahweh 
gives way to one who symbolically implants the way of Yahweh 
among the people. 
Yahweh's presence as represented by the Ark, is thus 
merged into the life of the nation. Or to put it another way, 
Yahweh's presence becomes the controlling factor of the national 
experience. If indeed we are to understand that the blessings 
which the Ark brought to, the house of Obed-edom are now transferred 
to Jerusalem, then thp Ark sets in motion a process which ensures 
a good and positive future. This can be contrasted with the 
negative force which the bull shrines of the North is believed 
to set in motion. 
David's actions creates the channel through which Yahweh 
becomes a vibrant part of the national experience. His presence. 
in Jerusalem as symbolized by the Ark, constitutes a binding link 
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between the nation and its God. A special relationship is thus 
instituted between Yahweh and the nation even as David institutes 
one between Jerusalem (the nation) and the A rk. The belief in 
the capability of Jerusalem to withstand any onslaught as reflected 
in the doctrine of the inviolability of Zion, became one of the 
supreme expressions of the belief that an unbreakable bond 
existed between Yahweh' and Jerusalem. 
The introduction of the significance of cult into the 
two models, helps to accentuate their differences. But what is 
probably more important-for us, the link that is created between 
the nature of the respective national cults and the experiences 
of the nation, transforms the national shrines into sure indica- 
tors of the nature of the future. For just as Jeroboam's sin 
suggest the march to disaster, David's rescue of the Ark and its 
installation in Jerusalem marks the end of the disastrous era, 
and indeed the dynasty of Saul and the start of a new era. This 
is one of the many points being made by the David-Michal episode 
(II Sam. 6: 20-23). 
I The theme emphasizing the crucial link between cult, 
dynasty and the national experience is taken to a new level in 
the next stage of the development of the royal models. Jeroboam's 
illegitimate priestly functions at his illegitimate shrine stands 
in contrast to David's submission to the plans of Yahweh for 
Israel's legitimate shrine at Jerusalem. It is out of these 
contrasting positions that we are given clues about the survival 
of the, nation. The interpretation of the king's cultic acts 
therefore become at the same time, an interpretation of the 
national experience. It is to a discussion of these cultic acts 
and their interpretations that we shall now turn. 
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CHAPTER 3 
Stage III: The Nature of the National Cults and the Future of 
Dynasty and Nation (I Kings 13: 11 Sam. 7). 
1., The'survival of the nation, national cult, and dynasty 
The theme of survival is very much at work in this 
stage of the development of the models. There is now emerging, 
an understanding of a strong relationship between the survival 
of the cults established by Jeroboam and David, the survival of 
their dynasties, and the survival of their kingdoms. Althoueh 
the theme of national survival is not explicitly expressed as 
in the fourth stage, the strong theme of survival built around 
the survival of cult and dynasty carries some implications for 
the survival of the nation. 
As in the second stage, the issue of the future of 
dynasty and nation is explored through our three major themes 
of, Israel's legitimate dynasty, the legitimate representation 
of Yahweh's power and presence, and . the place of the legiti- 
mate Yahweh cult. Through these themes the models are made to 
address the question of survival. -Kingship becomes the most 
crucial factor which determines the survival or the destruction 
of the nation. 
The prophet re-enters the model at this stage. In 
both the Jeroboam and Davidic material, the prophet plays a 
crucial role in shaping the models in relation to the 
theme of survival. He interprets the nation's future in terms 
of the present cult and dynasty. 
The king-prophet relationship begins to emerge as 
a very important factor in the shaping of the models. It also 
becomes the context within which the question of survival is 
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given definite answers. -The prophetic word is the vehicle 
used by the narrator to convey the themes of destruction and 
survival. It is the matrix out of which the information 
about the survival of dynasty, cult and nation is conveyed 
to the reader. 
2. The Delimitation of the units 
(a) I Kings 13 
I Kings 13 seems to be a self-contained unit. Some 
scholars have however identified smaller units within the 
chapter. Noth defends the unity of vss. 7-32, whereas Eissfeldt 
treats vss. 1-32 as a self-contained unit. 
2 Some questions have 
also been raised about how far vss. 33-34 are to be treated as 
an integral part of the story of ch. 13. 
It seems however that the various sections of ch. 13 
are linked together to form a fairly cohesive narrative. The 
narrative moves logically from the threat of the Man of God 
against Bethel and Jeroboam's immediate reac , tion (vss. 1-10), 
through the episode of the Man of God's authentication as a 
prophet (vss. 11-32)9 to the final comment of vss. 33-34. 
It is primarily on the basis of this progression from 
the pronouncement of thn, word of the Man of 
comment that neither the word of the Man of 
was able to produce a reforming effect upon 
extent of the story of ch. 13 is determined. 
the extent of'the Jeroboam material analyse, 
the development of the models. 
(b) II Sam. 7 
God, to the final 
God nor his death 
Jeroboam, that the 
13: 1-34 will be 
d in this stagd of 
Although TI Sam. 7 can been divided into a number of 
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3 
units 9 they are held firmly'together by the temple theme and 
that relating to, the survival of the Davidic'dynasty. The unity 
of the chapter has been defended by several 'scholars. 
4 As it 
now stands, the, cbapter seems to flow smoothly. Traditions 
about'tbe Ark, the temple and the bavidic dynasty are closely 
interwoven with each other. 
I 
We will be treating the chapter as a unit. Those who 
had the final word on the shape of the chapter, were probably 
guided by the crucial question of why David did not build the 
temple. This question constitutes theglue which holds the 
material and the themes of the chapter together. The reference 
to David dwelling in his house in peace at the beginning of the 
chapter (vs. 1) and the conclusion that his house (dynasty) will 
be blessed forever (vs. 29) constitute well defined delimits 
of the material in the chapter. 
3. The threats and reaffirmations of I Kings and Il Sam. 7 
(Respectively). 
In our analysis of I Kings 12: 26-33 and II Sam. 6v we 
argued that'these two blocks of material are based on three 
common presuppositions about the Davidic dynasty, the Ark, and 
Jerusalem. But whereas in I Kings 12: 26-33 they take the form 
of a number of accusations, they are presented as affirmations 
in II Sam. 6.5 
A similar antithetical relationship exist between the 
material in I'Kings 13 and that of II Sam. 7. In I Kings 13 
we encounter a series of threatso whereas we find what in 
relation to II Sam. 6 can be termed a series of reaffirmations. 
The negative elements of I Kings 12: 26-33 are now transfered into 
threats against the house of Jeroboam and the cult of Bethel. 
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In classic prophetic style, the sin (accusation) of 12: 26-33 
leads to the judgement (threat) of ch. 13.6 This structure 
is mediated through the presence of Yahweh's prophet. The 
prophet functions to identify clearly the sin, and pronounce 
the judgement which it incurs. 
A prophetic figure also plays a prominent role in 
II Sam. 7. But the role differs somewhat from that in I Kings 
1 
13. In contrast to the Man of God in I Kings 13 who pronounces 
judgement upon Jeroboam and his cultt emphasising rejection by 
Yahweh, Nathan--in II Sam. 7 announces a divine promise which 
reaffirms the closeness of Yahweh to David. The foundation of 
this promise was laid in II Sam. 6, where the ark functions to 
affirm the strength of the Yahweh-David relationship. In Il 
Sam. 7 this relationship is reaffirmed by having Yahweh enter 
into a covental relationship with David and his dynasty. 
I Kings 13 and II Sam. 7 can therefore viewed as 
strengthening the two contrasting models of kingship. The former 
creating a link between the model of disfavour and the inevita- 
bility of destruction (I Kings 13: 2ff, 33-34), the latter 
identifying survival (for ever) as one of the rewards bestowed 
by Yahweh upon the model of favour. But in spite of this con- 
trast which is constrtjcted on the antithetical 'threat' 
'reaffirmation' nature of the two blocks of material, they are 
still linked to each other through the three basic themes of: 
Israel's legitimate dynasty, the legitimate representation of 
Yahweh's power and presence, and the place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult. In other words, the same basic presuppositions 
behind I Kings 12: 26-33 and IT Sam. 6 are behind I Kings 13 and IT 
Sam. 7. The relationship between the four units can therefore 
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I Kings 13 
The threats against Jeroboam and the northern cult 
should be viewed against the "Accusations" contained In 
12: 26-a3. We can maintain the close relationship between the 
two by first stating the "A ccusation" and then the threat 
that is directly related to it. 
I 
Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Accusation 
Threat 
Jeroboam,, who is an usurper ruling over 
a legitimate part of the Davidic king- 
dom, prevents the people from returning 
to the house of David. (12: 26-27). 
The house of Jeroboam will be cut off 
and destroyed from the face of the 
earth (13: 34). 
Just as the dynastic claims of Jeroboam over the 
northern kingdom are 
ýrought into, question in the context of 
the people's response to the legitimate Yahweh cult in 
Jerusalem (12: 26-27), so the threat against the house of 
Jeroboam is closely linked to his'establishment of a rival 
illegitimate cult (13: 33-34). Cult and dynasty remain 
intricately bound up-with each other. 
Vs. 34 should be interpreted in relationship to 
vs. 33,, through which it is linked to the preceding prophetic 
story. Vs. 33 picks up the 310 motif of 12: 26-27.7 The 
possibility of the people returning to n13? -11"M and 
as expressed in 12: 26-27 can be contrasted with the two 
statements about Jeroboam in vs. 33, both of which employ 
the verb Z. IZF: 
-1 -1;!, ] ngý Or 
"PIT 
(b) 9 IliZ:.: ) '931lb O. Vil niZPN-. ) *VZ: j Mý'91 
If .. -t TV 11 
Here the hopeful possibility of 12: 26-27 is squandered by 
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Jeroboam. 
We are-inclined to regard the term i 
r 
as referring to all the accusations levelled against Jeroboam 
in 12: 26-33. These are epitomized in the statement about his 
recruiting policy for priests to tend his shrine at Bethel 
(VS. 33). Hence Jeroboam'is presented not only as being 
reluctant to turn ZV4ý)from evil nyj) but also as 
being willing to extend it ( evm O-v*,, Vrl ) -, 
It is a specific "extension" of evil, Jeroboam's 
open policy on the recruitment of priests, that is made 
directly responsible for the destruction of his dynasty. 
This becomes 07: 11-9 11-9-D IMO-n--7 (vs. 34a). The narrator's 
T *. 'r - 
concern for the. legitimacy of priesthood which is reflected 
in the threat of vs. 2 now functions as the basis of a threat 
against the house of Jeroboam. One cannot overlook the 
priestly role credited to Jeroboam. Unlike 12: 32-33, it is 
not the functioning as a priest at the altar, but the con- 
secration of priests,, for the jIjz): -i The narrator uses for T 
the act of consecration, the-technical term KýZ)') 10 
which may be an, attempt to emphasize the gravity of Jeroboam's 
The term which means literally "he used to fill the 
hand". is probably derived from the practice of filling the 
hands of the priest to be consecrated with the best portions 
of the sacrifice. 11 Jeroboam is credited with the use of the 
accepted ritual formula but the priests he consecrates remain 
illegitimate. That the consecration was being done by one 
whose own priest-king status was null and void constituted 
yet another dimension to the illegitimate status of the 
northern priesthood. 12 
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When we turn to the threat (punishment) that ' 
Jeroboam's K7a incurs (vs-34), it seems-to reflect the 
full depth of the narrator's abhorrence of the northern cult 
and'dynasty. This is captured in-the 'terse' nature of vs-34., 
especially the second half of the verse. The whole verse 
reads: 
vr1rT', i nrT'? 1 'nfl 
'; I, 'V'? ' 
There are several opinions on how this verse should be ren- 
dered. Several scholars read -13-T, 3 - 13 instead of 1: 173 
translating "This thing/matter", instead of "By this 
thing". 14 Gray's rendering of the verse merits some attention 
for the way in which it captures the power of the narrator's 
rejection of the house of Jeroboam: 
And this mattei-15 vitiated the house 16 
of'Jeroboam to the extent of effacing 
and destroýing it from the face of the 
earth ..... 
7 
The true power of the narrator's threat is conveyed through 
the use of the hiphil infinitive constructs 
-t-)M; 71ý-l . 
18 The verb In means to Ide 
or 'hide'. 19 It occurs only five times in 
Ex. 23: 23; II Chron-32: 21; Ps. 83: 4; Zech. 11: 8 
*T'v n and 
stroyl, 'efface' 
the hiphil,, 
and I Kings 13: 34. 
It seems. to be used in a peculiar manner in I Kings 13: 34. 
Whereas in the other texts., there is a person who performs the 
act that is designated by the verb ('cut off'. 'destroy'. 
'hidet), i. e. who is the subject of the verb "Trl: ) , in I Kings 
13: 34 Jeroboam's sin ( Kt7n) seems to perform this function. 
It possesses power all of its own and so brings about the 
destruction of the house of Jeroboam. 
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Like -1 can be rendered 'to destroy'. *TMB 7=f T 
20 But an even more powerful translation is,, -'to annihilate' . 
Similarly the hiphil can be rendered, 'to bring to nought'. 21 
ITZ)Cr is the word most frequently used in Deuteronomy and 
Joshua to describe the removal of the 0? j: 1 from the land of 
Canaan. 22 This process'was necessary primarily-because of 
the incompatibility between the religion of the 0? ýj and 
the religion of Yahweh. 23 Undoubtedly,, the same idea is at 
work in I Kings 13: 34. The religion of Jeroboam embraced 
the religion of the O? ia- when he appointed the priests of 
the llit)a to his sanctuary at Bethel. He is therefore about 
to meet the same fate as those O? ia whom Yahweh removed in 
order to implant Israel in the land, 
The narrator's use of 'MZDý; and *T') Z) T"P 
suggests that Jeroboam's put into motion, a process 
?4 that possessed its own dynamics of destruction and dissolution 
This understanding of sin, or the power of sin, is not unlike 
that to be found in the Primeval history (Gen. 1-11). For 
there, as in the case of Jeroboam, the entry of sin sets in 
motion the march to destruction with its climax in the flood 
(Gen-719). Just as the flood marks a move back to 'chaos', 
25 
so the circumstances brought on by the sin of Jeroboam mark 
a return to the state of the nation as described in I Kings 
26 
ll: lff. This suggest a movement fr6m sin to sin, and inevi- 
table destruction. It must suffice to note at this stage 
of our discussion that the threat against Jeroboam highlights 
one of the important biblical understandings of sin : It 
invariably brings upon the offender the consequence of his 
own actions. 27 
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B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh. ls___power and 
presence 
Accusation_ The bull images made by Jeroboam and 
declared the god(s) of the Exodus 
are illegitimate symbols of Yahweh's 
power and presence (12: 28-30). 
Threat The altar at Bethel will be dese- 
crated and torn down (13: 2b, 3). 
The threat against the altar at Bethel represents 
one of the high points of the polemic against the northern 
cult in the Jeroboam material. The contrasting motifs of 
legitimacy/illegitimacy are very much at work in the threat. 
That the frrlý. N- 01K comes to Bethel ill-1,1123 can function 
in the narrative to contrast the place from which he comes 
with the place to which he goes. He is therefore not only 
2 8 
but is closely identified with the section 
of Israel that is thought to possess the legitimate Yahweh 
cult. 
The cultic divide between Bethel and Judah 
(Jerusalem) is-further accentuated by having the prophet 
identify as the one destined to bring upon Bethel the con- 
sequences of its illegitimacy, a 'Týi3 J: A ... 
It is no coincidence that it is a 713, 
who is to destroy the cult at Bethel. A Davidic heir would 
be a natural choice for this. task given the fact that the 
Davidic house was thought to be the custodian of the legit- 
imate-Yahweh cult. 
29 
The later introduction of the name of' 
Josiah into the material would then be later identification 
of an older Judaean (Davidic? ) hope with this Davidic king. 
This identification-was probably heavily influenced by 
Josiah's incorporation of Bethel and other parts of what was 
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once the inorthern kingdom into his expanded kingdom. The 
removal of what was regarded by many in the South as the 
great threat to the cultic-dynastic claims of the Davidic 
dynasty, was therefore credited to the model of Davidic 
30 
kingship. 
A close examination of the threat against the 
altar at Bethel indicates that it is not simply one of 
desecration, but ýf total destruction. The threat can there- 
fore be seen to exist in two parts. There is first, the 
V desecration of vs. 2b. It reads 
;, )ý37 -IE)iv? a-TK 
0r TT 
This threat should be interpreted against the background of 
an Old Testament tradition that a dead body is unclean, and 
that contact with it produces contamination. It is therefore 
to be avoided. This idea which in the opinion of Ringgren 
32 
is based on an "extremely ancient taboo regulation. 1, finds 
expression in Num. 19: 13 : 
whoever touches a dead person., the 
body of any man who has died, and 
does not cleanse himself, defiles 
the tabernacle of the Lord and that 
person shall be cut off from Israel 
(cf. also, 19: 13,16; Lev. 11: 31,32; 21: 11) 
The avoidance of contact with the dead was one of the 
regulations governing the office of a priest (Lev. 21: 11). 
There was therefore, it would seem, a sharp separation between 
the sphere of the dead and the sphere of the cult. The 
regulation of Lev. 21: 11 reflects the rigidity, of the 
separation 
he (the priest) shall not go into 
any dead body nor defile himself 
even for his father or his mother. 
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This understanding of the relationship between the sphere of 
the dead and the. sphere of the cult, is probably behind the 
threat in I Kings 13: 2b. Hence the burning of 07N ri=; Z! 
upon the Altar at Bethel constitutes nothing short of its 
removal from use forever. 
The second part of the threat of 13: 2b is to be 
found in the IIPým of vs. 3. ' 
33 
This is the catastrophic 
tearing down ( 717; ) of the altar and the pouring out 
EZ73 ) of the ashes (vs s-3j 5) The 7j-4 motif which 
played a crucial role in the early part of SJR (cf. I Kings 
ll: llff), returns to the Jeroboam material. But whereas in 
SJR it is used as the basis of threat to Solomon and promise 
to Jeroboam (11: 30). it is now the basis of a threat against 
Jeroboam's national shrine. If as. Gray maintains, 
as used in vs-3 "suggests the splitting of masonry possibly 
by earthquake or by fire", 34 then it is here used in a far 
more dramatic and powerful way than in I Kings 11. 
The IlDiD of vs-3 belongs to the motif of 'the 
destruction of the altar' which is to be found in other parts 
of the Old Testament. It is invariably used to emphasize the 
absolute incompatibility of the religion of Yahweh with all 
other religions, or with the type of (Yahweh) religion rep- 
resented by the altar. Hence we have the commands of 
Deut-7: 5'; 12: 3 and Ex-34: 13, demanding the destruction of 
Canaanite altars. The threat of Amos against the altar of 
Bethel (3: 14; 5: 5; 9: 1 M )., can also be placed under the 
motif. This raises the question of the link between I Kings 
13 and the Amos material. Although there seems to be a link, 
there is one significant difference : the threat of Amos 
occurs in a context of deep concern for social justice, 
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whereas that of I Kings 13: 2ff, occurring against the 
background of 12-: 26-33., is primarily concerned with cultic 
legitimacy. 35 Any affinity between the two threats may owe 
more to the idea of the relationship between the wellbeing 
of the cult, especially the central national shrine and 
36 national survival, than*to any literary dependence. 
Behind the motif as reflected in the npiz) of 13: 3 
is the understanding of the central and crucial significance 
attached to the altar in Israelite and Ancient Near Eastern 
religion. 
37 
It not only functioned as the place of all 
important sacrificial rites, but also represented the 
presence of the deity (cf. Ps. 43: 2ff). 
38 The threat against 
the Altar at Bethel can therefore be viewed as underlining 
the illegitimacy of the symbol of Yahweh's presence closely 
associated with the altar, i. e. the bull symbol installed by 
Jeroboam in 12: 28-29. 
By combining the tearing down of the altar with 
the pouring out of its ashes, the narrator is declaring that 
the altar will be rendered impotent. The loss of ashes is 
nothing short of the loss of power. It robs Jeroboam who 
stands ready to burn incense on the altar (vs. 1) of his 
priest-king function. His gift of incense, like the altar 
upon which he is about to officiate as priest-king'. is 
totally rejected by Yahweh. 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Accusation The northern shrines of Dan and Bethel 
with their bull images constitute an 
illegitimate cult with illegitimate 
.. non-Levitical priests 
(12: 31b, 
j2*b; 13: 33). 
W 
Threat The non-Levitical priesthood of 
Bethel will be destroyed, sacri- 
ficed upon their. own altar by a 
legitimate priest-king (13: 2a). 
Jeroboam's appointment of nýno 13nb to tend 
his shrine at Bethel., constitutes in the context of Samuel- 
Kings, an unwarranted and unforgiveable introduction of 
Canaanite religion into the northern cult. The narrator of 
I Kings 13 employs a dramatic/ironic reversal to heighten the 
depravity of this aspect of Jeroboam's cultic policies. The 
illegitimate priests who once offered. illegitimate sacrifices 
upon the altar at Bethel will themselves be sacrificed thereon 
by a legitimate priest-kingP9 This will be the final 
sacrifice at Bethel since it will constitute a desecration 
of the altar. 
The introduction of the name of Josiah into 13: 2 
makes him directly responsible for the fate of the non- 
Levitical priesthood at BethelP At. the same time it, 
establishes a link between this king's extension of his 
hegemony as far north as Bethel, and the threat against the 
. 
nD of Bethel. This link credits Josiah with the 
removal of a crucialelement fromthe northern cult,, rendering 
it impotent. But since Bethel no longer functioned as a 
national sanctuary in the days of Josiah as it did during 
41 
the existence of the northern kingdom, the comment of 
13: 2 is probably to be understood as stressing the illegit- 
imacy of the northern priesthood by having it destroyed by 
an ideal priest-kings Josiah. The hand that introduced the 
name 'Josiah' in vs. 2a was probably attempting to achieve 
more than a simple prophecy-fulfilment correlation between 
the tradition of the man of God in I Kings 13 and the events 
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relating to the Josiah reform in II Kings 23. He was 
claiming that Bethel was redeemed for Yahweh, even if it is 
placed in an era when Bethel was no longer of the same 
cultic status as it is accorded in I Kings 13. 
The removal of the priests of Bethel like the 
removal of the altar deprives the sanctuary of an element 
without which it cannot function. The crucial role of the 
priest in the religion of Israel as well as in that of the 
wider Ancient Near East has been fully discussed. 42 In some 
traditions of the Old Testament it seems as if a sanctuary is 
not considered fully constituted until a priest is installed 
(cf. Jud. 17-18). In a similar vein, the removal of the priest 
of a sanctuary renders that sanctuary useless, as Michal's 
plea se ems to suggest in Jud. 18: 24. Against this background 
of the close relationship between the role of the priest and 
the function of a sanctuary, the threat against the non- 
Levitical priests of Bethel becomes a threat against their 
existence as a group as well as a threat against the 
existence of the shrine of Bethel. 
The M; of the 11in: 13. -ýZz is clearly not to 
be placed among the other cases of human sacrifice in the 
Old Testament. 43 It is to be understood not as a 
violation of the prohibition against human sacrifice but 
rather as the exercising of Yahweh's judgement upon the 
illegitimate priesthood of Bethel. There is therefore a 
great difference between the acts of human sacrifice that 
are listed as one of the reasons for the destruction of the 
northern kingdom (cf. II Kings 17: 21),, and the sacrifice of 
the MV! 13MZ by 717-111n 
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It is possible that there may be an element of 
the 1: 7.1. n tradition at work here. That the text as it now 
stands-places the destruction of the priests in the context 
of Josiah's conquest of the old Israelite territory seems to 
suggest that their fate should be understood as the offering 
of the spoils of conquests to Yahweh. In the context of the 
the priests that are sacrificed are to be understood 
as the enemies of Yahweh. 
44 
This enmity can be linked not 
only to their relationship to the IliZ); but also to their 
official status at the illegitimate bull shrine of Bethel. . 
(b) II Sam-7 
The three basic Affirmations about the Davidic 
dynasty; the Ark, and the Jerusalem cult present in II Sam. 6. 
reappear as Reaffirmations in II Sam. 7; but in a stronger 
form. Our approach in this section is similar to that of 
the previous section. We will maintain the close link bet- 
ween the Affirmations and the Reaffirmations by stating them 
before each unit. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Affirmation David who was elected king to replace 
the rejected Saul is the legitimate 
ruler of all Israel. (6: 20-23). 
Reaffirmation The house of David will be established 
forever. (7: 16,29). 
Although vs. 16 contains the first explicit statement 
in II Sam. 7 that the Davidic dynasty (as opposed to the 
Solomonic kingdom of vs-13) will be established forever, there 
is a series of statements that leads up to the claim of vs. 16. 
These statements are contained in vss. 11b. 12b, and 13, with 
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vs. 5b acting as a type of introduction. Several scholars 
45 
have pointed out-the relationship between vss-5b and 13a, 
Wellhausen and others extending this relationship to include 
46 
vs. llb as well. Vs. 'Ilb is clearly to be related to 12b 
as, well as to vs. 13b, the latter reading as an elaboration 
of 12b. 47 
All of the verses isolated above. are crucial for 
understanding our reaffirmation. They contain the kernel of 
the dynastic promise to David, which as in II Sam. 6 is 
interwoven with the role of the Davidic dynasty . as the cus- 
todians of the Yahweh cult in Jerusalem. The promise of 
dynasty and temple exist in a complementary and supporting 
relationship with each other. Much of this is based on the 
'double' use of the word 11? B_( MZ: temple vss-5b, 13a..... 
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On the basis of the above analysis, there are 
four different words that are employed in the divine promise 
to the house of David. These are., Mg (vss. llb, 16); 
. V"j (vs. 12b); f0 
(vssý12b. 13b. 16) and MID 
(vs. 13b). We have already mentioned the'double use of II?. M 
in II Sam-7. Whereas in7vss-5b and 13a (cf. also vs-7) it 
refers to the temple, in llb and 16 it refers to a dynasty 
ý8 
But this use of n? 3 by the narrator constitutes far more 
than a clever play upon words. It 'cements' the close 
relationship between the Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem 
cult thatý was established in II Sam. 6.49 The exchange of 
[), )Fi: a between Yahweh and the Davidic dynasty is indeed a I Ir 
reaffirmation of the insoluble bond that joins the two 
50 
parties. 
It may be significant to note that the promise of 
a P?; is made only to David (vss. llb., 16),, and occurs in 
what Rost-and others regard as the "very ancient" part of 
51 the chapter. As the chapter now stands, there is there- 
fore the important distinction of having the ji?; (dynasty) 
promised to David, and the P14 (temple) built by Solomon. 
Mettinger has argued that, originally, both were associated 
with Solomon, i. e. the promise of an eternal dynasty was made 
to Solomon in the earliest tradition. The tradition was 
52. 
later redacted to make the promise apply to David. There 
seems to be hardly any evidence to substantiate this claim. 
Given the important political and cultic role played by 
David in the establishment of the Israelite state and cult, 
and in light of the wealth of traditions that came to be 
attached to him, 
53 he would be the natural candidate upon 
whom to build a promise of divine dynastic election. We are 
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therefore inclined to treat the dynastic promise to David 
54 as original. 
This promise as it appears in vs. llb, is expanded 
in vs. 12b to embrace David's y: 11 Mettinger has 
correctly pointed out that as used here is "strangely 
55 
ambiguous". It can in the context of vs. llb mean all of 
David's descendants, while in the light of vs-13, it can be 
interpreted to apply to the one who will build the temple, 
i. e. Solomon. This ambiguity has led either to an under- 
mining of the close link between vs. llb and vs. 12b 
56 
or to 
the treatment ofývs. 13 as a later insertion into the 
material. 
57 But if, as we have argued, vss. 11b. 12b and 13 
are very closely linked to each other, 
58 then these 
solutions for dealing with the apparent ambiguity of vý. 12b 
are untenable. 
59 
It would seem that the ambiguity may be no 
coincidence, and may not necessarily be the end result of 
redactional inconsistency. It seems as if the way in which 
37'2T- is being used provides the elasticity that is 
necessary to hold together in a creative tension, the 
specific and general dimensions of the dynastic promise to 
the house of David. As such, vs. 12b becomes crucial for 
understanding how the promise could be transferred, in a 
very specific way,., to-each Davidic king. 
If one aspect-of the expansion of the divine 
promise of vs. llb is the raising up of David's 
the other is the establishment 'ý*31ZQI) of his/ 
thdir kingdom The iF? ýPZ) of vs. 12b should 
be seen to exist in what can be termed a 'synonymous/ 
complementary' relationship to the 11?; of vs. llb. The 
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former carries connotations of power, the latter emphasizes 
continuity. The'two merge in the concept of the 711 . In 
the Old Testament tradition, the 7-11 of the individual is 
not only a symbol of his power, but also a guarantee of the 
continuation of his name ( 0ý). Thus in I Sam. 24: 21, Saul 
begs David not to destr6y his -7711 and his name ( Ole 
Just as the possession of 7,21 can be an indication of 
Yahweh's blessing ( ), so its absence can be a sign 
of his rejectionýo VIDý7: 9 and r17ý as these are used 
0 
in II Sam-T are therefore synonyms for the royal power that 
comes as a divine gift to David and his dynasty. The same 
can be said of KNP (vs-13b). 
The promise of vs. 13b paves the way for that in 
vs. 16. We may note how vs-13b takes the promise of 12b to 
a new level. The term cýý7-77- is now used for the first 
time to describe the divine promise. 
61 There is therefore 
the movement from P? ý (vs. llb) to (vs. 12b).,, to 
0'? W-11ý (VS-13b). It would be difficult 
not to treat the latter promise as including David as well 
as Solomon. There is a strong sense in which Solomon's king- 
dom is also David's kingdom. Indeed the kingdom (including 
Judah and Israel), never ceases to be David's kingdom. The 
recurring term 711 (for the sake of David), within 
I and II Kings seems to bear this out (cf. I Kings 11: 12.13,32; 
15: 4; 11 Kings 8: 19; 19: 34b; 20: 6). Promise and possession 
seem to be simply two variations on the covenahtal under- 
62 
standing of Yahweh's relationship with David. On the basis 
of this line of argument, we are not dealing with two promises 
within II Sam-7, but one promise to the Davidic dynas ty. 63 
When we turn to vs. 16, we soon discover that this 
140 
verse gathers up all the 'dynastic' elements that are 
present in the preceding material. 
64 
P and 
KOD are all present, but now used in a stronger sense 
by having the two Niphal participles and JIZ3 
modified by The 'making sure' of the Davidic 
house forever places Yahweh firmly on the side of David and 
his descendants. This theme is elaborated on in vss. 18-29. 
The claim that everything in these verses "revolves around 
the promise to the Davidic dynasty". 
65 
is an apt des- 
cription of their main thrust and content. 
But there is another important way in which the 
promise of vs. 16 is further enhanced in vss. 18-29. It is 
now placed within the context of David's pious response 
to the divine promise, and to a lesser extent, within the 
context of Yahweh's election of Israel (cf. vs. 24). That 
David's prayerful response takes place nIn? 13B'ý (vs. 18 T...: 0 
i. e. before the Ark, reintroduces the theme of the close 
relationship between this ancient symbol of Yahweh1s 
presence and the Davidic dynasty. This theme which was 
introduced in II Sam. 6 is used there to support David's con- 
fession of his election by Yahweh to be king-of all Israel 
(cf. vss. 20-23). It is used for a similar purpose in II Sam-7: 
18-29. On this occasion, David is not simply made to confess 
his divine election to kingship, but goes beyond this to con- 
fess the divine election of his dynasty ( 11? B) for ever 
Oi7ý ) (VS. 29). 
The Davidic promise as it is now reflected in 
II Sam-7, represents the development of a hope that was to 
reach its apex in the Messianic tradition 
ý6 But long before 
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this point, it must have functioned, at least in Jerusalem 
and Judah, as what Carlson terms the "ideological motivation 
of the continued existence of the Davidic dynasty up to the 
67 
time of the final catastrophe in 2 Kings 25". There are 
those who would argue that it even went beyond this date 
The theology that supported this 'eternal' understanding of 
Yahweh's promise to the Davidic dynasty is marvellously 
summed up in the words of von Rad : 
This saving word of Yahweh, injected 
at one particular point into the 
history, passed down through the ages 
like a guardian angel and had the 
effect of preserving and saving when 
Judah's existence in the eyeA of 
Yahweh was already forfeit. 
B. The legitimate 're resentation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
Affirmation The Ark is the (only) legitimate 
symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence (6: 6-12b). 
Reaffirmation The Ark is the ancient legitimate 
symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence (7: 1-7). 
Within II Sam. 6 -I Kings 8. the_role played by the 
Ark is inextricably bound up with the fate and fortunes of 
the Davidic dynasty. To In II Sam. 6, David's installation 
of the Ark in Jerusalem provides the context for a confession 
that Yahweh has elected the Davidic dynasty to rule Israel, 
while in II Sam-7. David's initiative to build a house for 
the Ark leads to the proclamation that Yahweh will establish 
his dynasty for ever. 
II Sam-7: 1-7 should be interpreted against the 
background of II Sam. 6: 1-19. The Ark's dramatic demonstration 
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of Yahweh's power and presence in the Uzzah episode 
(vss. 6-11), as well as its triumphal entry and installation 
in the city of David form a natural background to the plans 
of David in 7: 1-3. David's statement in 7: 2 is a direct 
reference to 6: 17 where the Ark i's placed 
71 
V 
There is however a significant difference between 6: 17 and 
7: 2. Instead of the word '2nk (tent) the word 117 
(curtain) is used in 7: 2. This seems to convey the idea 
that the Ark was inadequately housed. 
The state of the Ark M7111? n J. iM can probably r 1. 
be understood as being sacrilegious given the power and 
significance attached to it in ch. 6.72 Its present 
'sacrilegious' condition is heightened considerably by the 
contrast that exists between this and David's own condition. 
In vss. 1-2b, we are told that the king had been given rest 
from his enemieS73 and now dwells in a house of cedar 
WT-Ir, 111: 1 ). 74 The security of David is contrasted 
a 7- *R 
with the insecurity of the ATk. But ironically, this 
insecurity of position serves to draw attention to its 
important status that was affirmed in ch. 6. 
Just as the contrast of the 
M'Tjý of the king with the t14")? of the Ark 
functions to emphasize the Ark's cultic significance, that 
between its proposed Zj", ( Ilia future and its 
past,, 
75 heightens the crucial role it played in Israel's 
history. As in II Sam. 6, Yahweh's power and presence sym- 
bolized by the Ark is presented as functioning independent 
76 of the intentions of Israel's rulers. This idea is 




do you a man Tlan to build a house 
for me Godq 7 
Yahweh's security,,, unlike that of man i. e. the king, does 
not depend on a house. 
This point is brought out by placing the, significance 
of the Ark within Israel's most vulnerable-and crucial period, 
that stretches from the Exodus to the establishment of the 
Davidic dynasty (vs. 6). It is within this period that the 
Ark (Yahweh) demonstrated its (his) true significance. This 
period was not unlike that of David immediately 
before his election as king, 78 
Some scholars are inclined to treat 7: 6-7 as an 
anti-temple strand of tradition! 
9 It however. seems to be 
more "pro-Ark" than "anti-temple". Among other things,, the 
tradition contained in Yss. 6-7 seems to function as a 
counterbalance to the dominant temple ideology, which as 
Ahlstr'O'm and others have pointed out, was rooted in 
Canaanite culture. 
80 
Attention has been drawn. in discussions 
on 7: 1-7, to a section of the Ugaritic material in which a 
house of cedar ( bt arzm ) was built by Baal to ensure the 
continued existence of the cosmos, 
81 Willesen has argued 
for the presence of a similar idea behind II Sam-7.82 if 
so, the strong pro-Ark sentiments of 7: 6-7 may represent a 
tradition that saw the temple as a possible source of 
Canaanite influence. It declares that the Ark was not to be 
relegated from its long historical position as Israel's 
83 cultic focal point. 
A very important concept present in 7: 6-7 is the 
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concept that Yahweh cannot be bound to one place. 84 The 
motif 'as well as the "formulaic pair" ýýJK' and 
est this. 
85 
sugg Along with being a symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence (II Sam. 6), the Ark is now being 
declared a symbol of his freedom. 86 This aspect of the 
symbolic significance of'the Ark was no doubt in great danger 
of being lost when it was installed iZAPnM (in its place) 
in Jerusalem. Placing it within a temple was an even greater 
threat. But it seems as if there were conscious efforts to 
preserve this important side of the Ark's significance. 
First'Jerusalem and then the temple were interpreted as owing 
their existence not to man's initiative, but to Yahweh's free 
choice. 87 This is the message of II Sam. 7. 
C. The place of the le itimate Yahweh Cult 
Affirmation Jerusalem, the resting place of the 
Ark, is the place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult (6: 16-19). 
Reaffirmation The Jerusalem cult will be strengthened 
by the building of a temple to house 
the Ark (Yahweh) (7: 13). 
The reinforcement of the role of the Ark in the 
legitimate Yahweh cult is matched with equal emphasis on the 
legitimate place of the temple as a (new? ) cultic focal point. 
7: 12-15, in what seems like a continuation of vss-1-7.88 
addresses what must have been a perplexing question of the 
post-Davidic era Why is it that David never built a 
temple? 
89 
This question seems to have been alive as late 
as the Chronicler who felt compelled to credit David with 
drawing up the plans for the temple, leaving the task of 
building it to Solomon. 90 
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The narrator of II Sam-7 addresses the question 
of temple building in the context of the traditions of the 
Ark and the election of the Davidic dynasty. Whereas vss. 1-7 
seem to'place the cultic significa, nce of the Ark beyond dis- 
pute, vss. 12-15 seek to do the same for the temple, by 
claiming that the very time of its building was decided by 
Yahweh. The importance attached to having divine approval 
may reflect a non-Israelite practice associated with the 
building of temples. 91 
This approval is given in vs-13, a verse which many 
commentators treat as a late entry into II Sam-7.92 Whatever 
its time of entry into the chapter, it now performs a crucial 
function in drawing together the three major themes of the 
I 
chapter, the Ark, the temple and the election of the Davidic 
dynasty. The interplay of the three themes in relation to the 
role of vs. 13 can be set out as follows: 
Davidic dynasty The Temple The Ark (Yahweh) 
Yahweh had given David The Ark (Yahweh) 
rest ( rj-P 4n from dwells 171-ril I-Ino 
his enemies. " He now J 
dwells in a 04TIK ; 113 (vs. 2b) 




build a house 
11! ý)for Yahweh 
i. e. the rk (vs. 3) <-ýZhweh 
(the Ark) never 
dwelt in a house (Temple) 
during the period of the 
Judges. He never 
./ 
demanded one, (vss. 6-7) 
Yahweh who raised Dav 
to kingship will buil, 




Yahweh will raise up 
David's 7'IT (seed) 
(vs. l2)T-----ý. Ie will build a 1113 (Temple) for Yahweh* 
i. e. to house the Ark. Yahweh will establish 
the throne of his kingdom forever (vs. 13) 
146 
Given the above outline of the relationship of 
vs-13 to the other major themes in vss-1-17, the building 
of the temple, like the moving of the Ark to Jerusalem, is 
placed firmly within the context of Yahweh's election of the 
Davidic dynasty. The temple, like the Ark, becomes a 
symbol of Yahweh's special relationship with the Davidic 
dynasty. 
94 
The building of the temple and the divine 
dynastic promise can therefore be juxtaposed as they are in 
vs-13. 
Vs. lýa contains an element of what von Rad and 
others have termed the Crd ideology (theology) of the 
Deuteronomic group. It views the temple as the place where 
Yahweh's 'causes his name ( QzF) to dwell', Yahweh himself 
95 
dwelling in heaven (cf. I Kings 8: 16ff), Vs-13a is clearly 
linked to II Sam. 6: 2. where the term 0ý is employed in the 
96 
dL-scription of the Ark. It is possible that the element 
of 00 theology in vs-13a., may be an attempt to transfer one 
of the ancient claims attached to the Ark to the Jerusalem 
97 
temple. The 'transfer' motif is clearly at work in 
I Kings 8 where the Ark is moved in a Solemn procession into 
the temple. Here is a dramatic affirmation that the temple 
can now lay claim to all the ancient traditions associated 
with the Ark. The same idea is at work in II Sam-7: 13a. 
This verse provides the divine approval for the merging of 
the old with the new. 
It would seem however that the merger was achieved 
at the expense of the central independent role once played by 
the Ark, With its movement into the temple it probably 
became just another feature of the temple which was the "real 
centre of the official cult". 
98 ýIt undoubtedly became a 
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very important element in the so-called Zion tradition 
that eventually dominated a wide spectrum of the Old Testament 
tradition. 99 But it was above all else, the supreme symbol 
of Yahweh's presence among his peo. ple, strengthening the 
claim that it was in Jerusalem that Yahweh's legitimate cult 
was to be found. 
4. Five common themes of I Kings 13 and II Sam-7 that are 
used to create the two royal models of disfavour 
(Jeroboam) and favour (David). 
In our previous chapter, we were able to isolate 
five themes which are employed with contrasting effect in the 
Jeroboam and Davidic material. Following the same method, we 
shall now attempt to draw out five common themes from 
I Kings 13 and II Sam-7 with specific emphasis on how these 
themes function to create Jeroboam and David into contrasting 
models of kingship. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
First theme : Dynastic destiny 
Jeroboam's dynasty will be David's dynasty will be estab- 
cut off :A manifestation lisheT-forever :A manifestation 
of divine disfavour (vs. 34). of divine favour (vss. -6,29). 
In the Old Testament tradition, the possession of 
descendants is treated as one of the sure signs of divine 
favour (cf. Pss. 127: 3-5; 128: 2-0.100 One of the promises 
made to the patriarchs is the promise of great progeny, a 
manifestation of their favourable relationship with Yahweh 
(cf. Gen. 12: 2; 17: 26; 26: 24). This concept is summed up in 
Ps. 127: 3-5. 
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Lo,, sons are a heritage from the Lord, 
the fruit of the womb a reward. 
Like arrows in the hand of a warrior 
are the sons of one's youth. 
Happy is the man who has his quiver 
full of them! 
One of the strongest expressions of the concept is to be 
found in the book of Job. His possession of seven sons and 
three daughters constitutes a strong indicator of his right 
relationship with Yahweh (cf. Job. l: lff). 101 
But the book of Job also reflects the other side 
of the equation. The loss of his children (as well as his 
other possessions) could be interpreted as a sign of Yahweh's 
disfavour. The same idea is expressed in Ps. 21 where the 
destruction of offspring is the judgement that falls upon 
the enemy of Yahweh's anointed : 
Your hand will find out all your enemies .... You will destroy their offspring from the earth, 
and their children from-among the sons of men. 
(vss. 8a, lo) 
The fate of the enemy of Yahweh's anointed can be contrasted 
with the blessings that are conferred upon the king 
(cf. vss. 1-7). 
The dynastic destinies of Jeroboam and David are 
clearly to be placed within the above context. That 
Jeroboam's dynasty did not survive for many years after his 
death, is, here interpreted as a sign of Yahweh's disfavour. 
According to I Kings 15: 27, Baasha assassinated Nadab the 
son of Jeroboam to take control of the kingdom. We are also 
told that he went on to exterminate the house of Jeroboam 
(vs. 29a). What must have surely been a move on the part of 
Baasha to consolidate his position of power becomes for the 
narrator of I Kings 15, and 13: 34, an expression of Yahweh's 
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disfavour with Jeroboam's cultic policies (cf-15: 30). 
Just as the failure of Jeroboam's. dynasty to 
survive for many years after his death could be interpreted 
as a sign of divine disfavour, so the resilience of the 
Davidic dynasty must have been tbe-basis of much of the 
102 theology about its eternal survival. Although it is 
difficult to identify. the exact point in time for the start 
of the 'eternal dynasty' tradition, it was probably during 
the Solomonic era. 
103 The many folk traditions that had 
developed around David, many of which are still to be found 
w *thin SDR, presented him as one highly favoured by 
Yahweh. 
104 
It is these same traditions that form the natural 
background to the conviction that Yahweh had not only led 
David to the throne, but had also promised him that his 
descendants will secure the throne forever. The historical 
experience of a relatively stable dynasty in the South com- 
pared with the instability and eventual destruction of the 
North, must have provided another pillar of support for the 
idea of an eternal Davidic dynasty, 
105 The idea was 
expounded in terms of a divine promise to David, the one 
favoured by Yahweh. 
Given all that we have said above, we can safely 
claim that the theme of 'dynastic destiny' functions in the 
Jeroboam and Davidic material to create the two kings into 
contrasting models of kingship. A historical factor over 
which the kings had little or no control, i. e. the survival 
of their dynasties beyond their death, was thus transformed 
into divine threat (Jeroboam) and divine promise (David). 
The promise as it now stands in II Sam-7 is shaped to present 
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David, as one who exists in a close and special relationship 
to Yahweh. This-is the very opposite of the Jeroboam-Yahweh 
relationship. For unlike David, he is presented as being 
in conflict with Yahweh, the consequence of which is the 
removal of his dynasty 'from the face of the earth' (13: 34). 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
Second theme: The king's ýgift to Yahweh 
Jeroboam offers (or is about 
to offer) a gift of incense 
upon the altar of his bull 
shrine. 'The gift is 
rejected with a prophetic 
threat. 
David intends to offer a house 
T-temple) to Yahweh to house the 
Ark. The gift is 'delayed' and 
will be offered by David's 
(seed/son). A proýhetic promise 
is made to David. (vss. 1-3,12-13). 
In the Old Testament tradition, the offering of 
106 incense is central to Israel's response to Yahweh. It is 
regarded as a priestly function (cf. Num. 6: 5ff; I Sam. 2: 28), and 
normally accompanies sacrificial offerings (cf. Lev. 2: 1.15; 
6: 8; Is. 43: 23; Jer. 17: 26; 41: 51). Incense is very closely 
associated with the presence of Yahweh, and was probably used 
107 to "provide a vivid image of the divine presence". Against 
this background, the reasons for the 'rejection of Jeroboam's 
gift must be twofold. Firstly, he is not in the eyes of the 
narratori a legitimate cultic functionary, priest or priest- 
king, 108 and secondly, the altar of the bull shrine upon 
which he is*about to burn his incense cannot be'associated 
with Yahweh's presence. Jeroboam is therefore depicted as 
an illegitimate cultic person who offers a gift to Yahweh at 
an illegitimate shrine. The gift is consequently illegitimate 
as well. 
We can contrast the status of Jeroboam with that 
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of David. Whereas Jeroboam is introduced in I Kings 13 
standing at his illegitimate shrine, all ready to officiate 
as priest-king, in other words he is presented as being in 
a fault y relationship with Yahweh-, David is introduced in 
II Sam-7 as one who is in a harmonious relationship with 
Yahweh. He is secure iri his house, and he has been given 
rest from all his enemies by Yahweh (vss. 1.2a). In other 
words, his circumstances are ideal for offering a gift to 
Yahweh. His own secure legitimate position provides the 
opportunity for offering the same security to Yahweh (the Ark). 
This contrast of positions which is important for 
the creation of the two models is heightened by Yahweh's 
response to the kings' intended actions. Jeroboam's gift, 
offered as it is in a context of illegitimacy, is totally 
rejected. The rejection is dramatically emphasized by the 
destruction of the altar before Jeroboam can offer his gift 
of incense, as well as in the pouring out of the 
ashes. The loss of ashes removes the crucial element for the 
offering of incense. The narrator could have hardly chosen 
a better way to present the motif of divine rejection. 
But the fate of the ashes on Jeroboam's altar may 
carry another significance. In Lev. 4: lff, part of the ritual 
of the sin offering MPU ) stipulates the pouring out 
of the ashes of the sacrificial animal (a bull) 
n; Qýft PnP. -'7zi (outside the camp) (vs. 12). 
109 
The 
pouring out of ashes is closely linked to the sin of the 
community. It stands as a symbol of guilt and sin, within 
the community, although the rite may also be understood as 
an attempt to correct sin. This 'double' symbolism may also 
be at work in the threat against the altar at Bethel. Its 
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tearing down, and the pouring out of the ashes, are clearly 
to be understood. as signifying the sin which the cult of 
Bethel represents.. At the same time, however, the des- 
truction of the altar can be interpreted as the correction 
and removal of the sin associated with it. 110 
The rejection of Jeroboam's gift of incense finds 
its direct contrast in Nathan's initial response to David's 
intention to offer a house to Yahweh (vs-3). This contrast 
becomes less acute as David's gift doesnot receive 
immediate acceptance. We should note that vs. lý serves to 
create the impression in the narrative that David's'gift is 
Idelayedt rather than rejected outright. Unlike I Kings 13, 
the divine response to the gift is not Ithreatt but 'promise'. 
We can contrast the 7-114 motif of I Kings 13 with the nP 
motif of II Sam. 7. Indeed the delaying of David's gift ensures 
the building of his dynasty. The delay provides the 
opportunity for the fulfilment of a divine promise. I 
Thb motif of divine acceptance/rejection of gifts, 
is used elsewhere in the Old Testament to create models of 
favour/disfaVour. Its classic expression is to be found in 
the Cain-Abel story, where Yahweh rejects the offering of 
Cain, but accepts that of Abel (Gen. 4: 3ff), "' The hostile 
reaction 'Of Cain., the model of disfavour in the story, has 
a striking correspondence in Jeroboam's reaction to the 
threat of the man of God. We shall now go on to see what 
role the kingts reaction to the divine response to his gift 
plays in the creation of the two royal models. 
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C. The place of thelegitimate Yahweh cult 
Third theme : The king's response to the prophetic word 
on the future of his national shrine 
Jeroboam reacts in hostility David reacts in piety to the 
to the threat that his shrine prom I ise that Yahweh's shrine will 
at Bethel will be destroyed. be strengthened by the building 
(vs. 4). of a temple, and Yahweh will build 
him (David) a house (dynasty). 
(vss. 18-29). 
Jeroboam's reaction to the prophetic threat of the 
man of God introduces into the narrative of I Kings 13 the 
traditional prophet-king conflict. This model of prophet- 
king relationship is well represented in Samuel-Kings 
(cf. I Kings 17- 11 Kings 1) and is also present in the 
classical prophets (cf. Amos 7: 10ff; Jer-36). 
112 It often 
serves to draw out the contrasts between the actions of the 
king/people and the demands of Yahweh. 
The narrator of I Kings 13 employs the popular 
term "to stretch out (put forth) the hand" ( 1up-pr nývn 
j71-nK to describe part of Jeroboam's reaction to the TV 
threat of the man of God (vs. 4). The term is used several 
times in Samuel-Kings to denote hostility (cf. I Sam. 22: 17; 
24: 11;, 26: 11; 11 Sam. 18: 12). Of special interest is David's 
refusal in I Sam. 24: 11 to "put forth his hand" 
to harm Saul (cf. also 26: 11). Just as this attitude of 
David is meant to depict him as a paragon of virtue, that of 
Jeroboam towards the man of God casts_h_im in the category of 
those who have little, regard for the prophetic word of Yahweh. 
In other words, it creates him into a model of disfavour. 
David's physical response to the prophetic word 
of Nathan is also in contrast to Jeroboam's response to the 
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man of God. This response is described in vs. 18a : 
''? "1" 
113 The phrase 17111?, tamý Oz, denotes a position of prayer, r 
P! 
a6d sets the tone for the prayer which follows. The motif 
of piety is therefore ihtroduced through th6-description 
of David's 'physical' response to the prophetic word. It 
is then further developed through the content of the prayer 
in vss. 18b-29. 
Within vss. 18b-29 there are a number of statements 
that sustain the motif of piety in the material, and so con- 
tribute to the creation of'David into a model of favour. Of 
great significance is David's confession of Yahweh's good- 
ness to him (vss. 18b-21,25-29), and to Israel (vss. 23-24). 
We encounter'some important elements of Old Testament, piety 
within these two confessions. Vs. 18b introduces the motif 
of Yahweh's initiative in David's rise'to kingship. 'It 
picks up the theme of vss. 8-9 where this initiative is 
presented in terms of David's past and present modes of life. 
This move from obscurity into prominence is acknowledged in 
vs. 18b, and serves to place David among the pious who, 
114 
acknowledge their great indebtedness to Yahweh. 
One of the high points of'David's prayer is 
reached in vs. 22 where Yahweh is de 
the Gods: 
; inz 
scribed' as unique among 
014 
Yahweh's pre-eminence among the'gods is a theme that occurs 
in the Psalter (cf. Pss. 96: 5; 115: 3ff). 115 It should probably 
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be counted as the precursor to the monotheism that is 
expressed in Second Isaiah (cf. Is. 41: 7; 44: 9-20). 111F But 
even the statement of vs. 22 representing as it does a pre- 
monotheistic stage., seems to "leave no room for the worship 
of other gods". 117 Placed as it is on the lips of David, it 
presents him as a devout-worshipper of Yahweh with little 
time for other gods. This image of David can be contrasted 
with that in I Sam. 26: 19 where he was forced by Saul to go 
and serve other gods. But an even greater contrast can be 
drawn between David who confesses the incomparability of 
Yahweh among the gods, and Jeroboam who is accused of 
creating new gods for his people (I Kings 12: 28ff). 
A contrast along similar lines can be drawn bet- 
ween Jeroboam and David on the basis of I Sam. 7: 23-24. These 
verses are brimful of textual problems. 
118 They however con- 
tain a clear reference to the Exodus, citing this event as 
one of. Yahweh's great saving acts performed for Israel. 
119 
There is also a clear reference to the occupation of the 
land. What we have within vss. 23-24, are two of the 
important elements of what von Rad. claims are Israel's con- 
fessions of her faith, the so-called credal confessions. 120 
By crediting this confession to David, the narrator of 
II Sam-7 enhances David's pious image.,, just as the narrator 
in I Kings 12: 28 discredits Jeroboam by making him declare 
his calves the god of the Exodus. This image of Jeroboam is 
still at work in I Kings 13, where he attempts to foil the 
attempt of Yahweh to remove his error. He does this by 
ordering the arrest of the man of God (vs. 4). 
The above discussion indicates that Jeroboam and 
David stand on opposite sides of the spectrum of Diety. - 
1,56 
Jeroboam's hostile response to the prophetic word, stands 
in stark contrast to the prayerful response of David. 
Jeroboam, by the very nature, of his response continues to 
be, a model of disfavour. David, presented as a man of 
prayer, is still the royal model of favour. 
Fourth-theme:. Yahwehts salvation as a free gift to the king 
Jeroboam offers the man of David acknowledges that his 
God a g"Ift for bringing Fo'sition of security as well 
about the restoration of his as the promised dynasty is a free 
hand (vs-7). gift of Yahweh (vs. 18b). 
Reward for prophetic duties is sometimes treated 
as a sign of prophetic degeneration in the Old Testament 
(cf. Mic. 3: li). The acceptance of payment or reward was 
probably linked to the deliverance of a message that was 
in line with the wishes of the court, especially those of 
the king. However, there-were'some prophets whose message 
121 
reflected their independence of court and king. 
The story of Micaiýh ben tmlah in I Kings 22 seems 
to indicate that the message of the professional court 
prophets could be in keeping with the wishes of the court., 
whereas that of the 'independent' prophets as'represented by 
Micaiah could often cut across the 'official' position 
(cf. also Jer. 27-28). 
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The offering of a rewýrd to a prophet is contrhry 
to the understanding that the prophetic office is a free gift 
of Yahwe to be dispensed without reward. This is dramatically 
emphasized in the story of Gehazi. in II Kings 5: 1-27.123 It is 
also embodied in the concept of the 'call' in the classical 
prophets. The prophet then, is to operate ag an agent of 
15,7 
Yahweh carrying his word to the people. This is reflected in 
I Kings 13: 1 where the man of God goes to'Bethel., not an his 
own initiative, but MIMI 13 It is under the same -10"t 
that he is able to restore JeroboAm's hand (vs. 6). 
ýhe term used in Jeroboam's request and the 
prophet's response point to the crucial role of Yahweh in 
this prophet-king encounter. The request which reads 
; ItI'm 
A 
leads to the response, 
Moll 0'9ý177M-14*)K %2rill 
The phrase 11111i 113.5D-IIK K3-, 7n. which means literally 
124 "make sweet (i. e. placate) the face of Yahweh", sustains 
the theme of the 'king under threat'. By interceding for 
the king and "making sweet the face of Yahweh"., the prophet 
is able to reverse one of the immediate effects of the threat. 
Against the background of I Kings 12: 26-33, and in 
the context of 13: 4. the salvation shown to Jeroboam in the 
restoration of his hand is to be understood as totally 
undeserved. It rests solely on Yahweh's generosity as well 
as his'magnanimity. Jeroboamts offer of money to the 
prophet is therefore nothing short of a disgraceful affront 
to Yahweh's generosity. 
When we turn to II Sam-7, we discover that the 
narrator makes David acutely-aware of Yahweh's generosity. 




Indeed coming as it does after Yahweh's refusal to accept 
158 
the gift David would like to offer him, and Yahweh's promise 
to David (vss-1-1.7). this question portrays David as 
acknowledging that the promise of an "eternal dynasty" 
125 
is I-sola gratial . 
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Once more a common theme is used for contrasting 
purposes, and indeed with contrasting effect in I Kings 13 
and II Sam-7. The two kings are made to respond in con- 
trasting ways to a saving gesture from Yahweh. The one who 
acknowledges this gesture as a free gift, i. e. David, is the 
model of favour., Jeroboam, who does not,, is the model of 
disfavour. 
Fifth theme The receptivity of the king to the prophetic 
word on the future of his national shrine 
Jeroboam did not turn from David heeds Nathan's (Yahweh'S) 
H'isevil ways in spite of ii-d-V11-ce and does not carry out 
the message and the death his plans to build a temple. 
of the man of God (vs-33) (Implied) 
Refusal to heed the prophet is one of the dominant 
127 motifs in the classical prophets-and in Samuel-Kings. The 
gravity with which this attitude is treated in Samuel-Kings 
is indicated by the fact that it is cited as one of the 
reasons for the downfall of the northern kingdom (cf. II Kings 
17: 13-14). In I Kings 13: 33, the motif is applied directly 
to the Jeroboam-man of God encounter. 
Jeroboam's lack of receptivity to-the prophetic 
word is expressed in vs-33a through the 3IT7motif. In what 
reads like a reflection on the two stories in vss. 1-32, the 
narrator states : 
orz-1. ) zle-tllý -107,3 
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The claim is, that Jeroboam refused to return to legitimacy 
in spite of having the opportunity to do so. The word of 
the man of God, the IlPiZ) (Vss. 3-4), the 'drying up' ( eD, )p 
and the restoration of Jeroboam's hand (vss. 4b-5), 
and the authentication of the threat of the man of God through 
his own death., were in the opinion expressed in vs-33a, unable 
to bring about a return ( : 340 ) of Jeroboam and the north to 
the legitimate Yahweh cult. All these were met with absolute 
obduracy from Jeroboam. 
David's receptivity to the prophetic word is the 
direct opposite to that of Jeroboam. There has been much 
discussion on the absence of any reference to the building 
of the, temple in II Sam-7: 18-29. The solutions offered to 
this Apparent enigma have largely proceeded along traditio- 
historical lines, treating vss. 18-19 as representing a strand 
of tradition that differs from the Ark/temple traditions of 
vss-1-7. and originating from a different group. 128 But how 
valid is this understanding of the relationship between the 
traditions in vss-1-7, and David's prayer (vss. 18-29)? 
The relationship of the two can be understood in 
the context of our present theme., "The receptivity of the 
king to Yahweh's message (revelation). " Within this context 
the lack of reference to the building of the temple in 
vss. 18-29 could be the narrator's method of stating that 
David accepted without question the divine prohibition against 
his construction of the temple. "c' What better way to 
emphasize David's receptivity to the divine word? By David's 
'silence' the narrator is therefore claiming that Yahweh's 
message to David through Nathan was heeded. 
Once more Jeroboam and David can be seen to stand 
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on opposite sides of the relationship with Yahweh. The 
former stands impervious to Yahweh's word and consequently 
incurs the divine threat. David as the model of receptivity 
reaps the divine blessings. The ýmpervious quality which 
has been introduced into the Jeroboam material in this stage 
of the development of tITe two royal models appears at 
several other stages in the history of the northern kingdom. 
It seems to be treated as one of the 'hereditary character- 
istics' passed on by Jeroboam to the kings and people of the 
north. 
In keeping with the method of analysis pursued in 
the previous chapter, we can now setloutIthe thematic 
interaction of I Kings 1-3 and II Sam. 7 ý. n relationship to 
the "Threats" and "Reaffirmations" we have isolated. 
(see overleaf). 
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Model of Disfavour 
Threat 
Model of Favour 
Reaffirmation 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
The house of Jeroboam will 
be cut off and destroyed 
from the face of the earth 
(I Kings 13: 34). 
The house of David will be 
established forever 
(11 Sam. 7: 16,29). 
First, Theme 
Dynastic destiny 
Jeroboam's dynasty will be 
cut off: A manifestation 
of divine disfavour 
(I Kings 13: 33-34). 
David's dynasty will be 
established forevert A 
manifestation divine favour 
(II Sam. 7: 16p19). 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
The altar at Bethel with The Ark is the ancient 
its bull symbol will be symbol of Yahweh's power 
desecrated and torn down and presence 
(I Kings 13: 1-3). (11 Sam. 7: 1-7). 
Second Theme 
The king's gift to Yahweh 
Jeroboam offers (or is 
about to offer) a gift 
of incense upon the 
altar of his bull shrine, 
but the gift is rejected 
by Yahweh (I Kings 13: 1-5). 
David intends to offer, a 
house (temple) to Yahweh 
to house the Ark, but the 
gift is delayed, and will 
be offered by his son 
(seed) (II Sam. 7: 1-3912-13). 
C. The place of the legitimate Yabweb cult 
The non-Levitical priests 
of Bethel will be destroyed 
sacrificed upon their own 
altar (I Kings 13: 2a). 
The cult of Jerusalem will 
be strengthened by the build- 
ing of a temple for Yahweh 
(11 Sam. 7: 12-13). 
Third Theme 
The king' s response to the prophetic word 
on the fu ture of his national shrine 
Jeroboam reacts in hostility David reacts in piety to the 
to the threat that his shrine promise that Yahweh's shrine 
at Bethel will be destroyed at Jerusalem will be enhanced 
(I Kings 13: 4) through the building of a 
i op, 
Model of Disfavour 
Threat 
Model of Favour 
Reaffirmation 
temple by David's son, 
and that Yahweh will build 
him (David) a house (dynasty) 
(II Sam. 7: 18-29, ). 
Fourth Theme 
I 
Yahweh's salvation as a free gift 
Jeroboam offers the man 
of God a gift for bring- 
ing about the restoration 
of his hand 0 Kings 13: 7). 
David acknowledges that his 
position of security as well 
as the promised dynasty is 
a free gift of Yahweh 
Ol Sam. 7: 18b). 
Fiftb Theme 
The receptivity of the king to the 
prophetic word on the future of his 
national shrine 
Jeroboam did not turn 
from his evil way in 
spite of the message and 
the death of the man of 
God (I Kings 13: 33). 
David heeds Nathan's , (Yahweh's) advice and does 
not carry out his plans to 
build a temple (Implied) 
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5. Kingship: An explanation and the interpretation of the 
contrasting experiences of history 
This stage of the development of the two royal models, 
strengthens the relationship created between the models and the 
experiences of the nation in the previous stages. The models 
are Identified as continuingto generate forces which have con- 
trasting effects upon the kingdoms. These effects are articulated 
through the theme of sin in'the model of disfavour (Jeroboam), 
and the theme of eternal existence in the model of favour (David). 
The cultic innovations of Jeroboam deemed as a sin 
(13: 34; cf. also 12: 30), are now credited with the power of 
destruction. It is true that it is only the dynasty of Jeroboam 
as opposed to the entire nation which is marked for destruction. 
But given the inextricable link created between kingship and 
the nation in Samuel-Kingg, the threaten destruction of a dynasty 
must be understood as carrying some national implications. 
This is conveyed in I Kings 13 through the creation of 
a link between the threatened destructionof Bethel (vss. 1-2), the 
'death' of Jeroboam's hand (vs. 4) and the 'death' of the altar at 
Bethel. As the altar's loss of ashes is to be understood as a 
foretaste of its final destruction (vs. 3), so Jeroboam's loss of 
the power of his hands can surely be understood as indicating a 
time when his entire kingdom will be in a state of powerslessness. 
This point is strengthened further through the identi- 
fication of Josiah as the one who will destroy the altar at 
Bethel. By the time of Josiah Bethel as it was in Jeroboam's 
day was no more. It was no longer a national shrine since the 
nation whose national shrine it was had long disappeared. By 
introducing Josiah into the narrative of ch. 13, the narrator 
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therefore draws our attention to the time when there ivas 
abundant evidence to show that Jeroboam's sin brought disaster 
not only to his dynasty and shrine, but also to the nation, 
The links created between Yahweh, David and the 
temple (Ark), seem to suggest the very opposite. Emerging out 
of this relationship is the promise that the Davidic dynasty 
will last forever (II Sam. 7: 16,29).. This provides the context 
within which there is a promise of eternal rest for the nation 
(vs. 10). The promise to the nation is inextricably bound up 
with the promise to David. Indeed David, the prototype of 
the model of favour, represents at this stage, lasting salvation 
for his nation. 
It seems therefore that II Sam. 7 points to the high 
possibility held up not only to the Davidic dynasty, but to the 
nation as a whole. The eternal survival of the Davidic dynasty 
is placed alongside the eternal security (survival? ) of the 
nation. Although both are promises of Yahweh, yet the presence 
of the Davidic dynasty becomes a surety of the promise to the 
nation. Yahweh's presence with the Davidic dynasty is at the 
same time an indication othis presence with the nation. 
Destruction and salvation are now clearly identified 
as the products of the model of disfavour and the model of favour 
respectively. At the same time however, both models continue 
to wrestle with the relationship between the king and the 
experiences of the nation. The model of disfavour wrestles with 
the inevitability of destruction, as spelt out in terms of the 
sin-consequences (judgement) relationship. The model of favour 
in direct contrast to the model of disfavour, wrestles with the 
possibIlity of hope and salvation, articulated in terms of the 
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survival of dynasty and nation. 
Both models identify the king as the crucial factor 
which determines-tbe course of the nation's history., Holding 
the two. models together, kingship becomes the channel through 
which hope and salvation-or judgement and destruction come 
to the nation. Through it the nations receives everlasting 
salvation (II Sam. 7: 10) or complete annihilation (I Kings 13: 1-5). 
I 
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Stage IV : The 'Rounding offt of thetwo Royal Models : 
I Kings 14; Il Sam. 9-20; I Kings 1-2/11 Sam. 24. 
A short note on the Lý: -xtent of the Davidic material, and 
implications for its comparison with the Jeroboam material 
In our analysis of the last two stages of the 
development of the two royal models of disfavour and favour, 
our task was made easier by having in each stage, the material 
of each model compressed within one chapter. In this stage 
the Jeroboam material maintains this pattern, while the 
Davidic material, as in SDR, extends over several chapters. 
In spite of the disparity, the content of the two blocks of 
material still allow-, for the type of comparison and analysis 
that have been employed in the previous stages. 
Using the three basic concerns that we have 
'erial, the isolated so far in the David and Jeroboam mat 
material of the present stage in terms of content can be set 
out as follows: 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty : 
Jeroboam (North) or Davidic (South). 
I Kings 14: 8,10-14.11 Sam. (9-10); 11: 1-15: 232 
30-37; 16: 1-20: 26; 1 Kings, 
1-2. 
B. The legitimate representation 
of Yahweh's power and 
presence: 
The Bulls of Dan and or 
Bethel 
I Kings 14: 9 
The Ark of Jerusalem. 
II Sam. 15: 24-29. 
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C. The place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult. 
The North : Bethel or The South : Jerusalem 
knd Dan 11 Sam. 24. 
I Kings 14: 15-16 
The Davidic material sel ected for this stage is that which 
is pertinent. to the 'Rounding off' of the Davidic model. It 
consists of most of the material beyond II Sam-7. and in 
spite of its extensive nature, compares well in terms of 
content, and basic concerns, with I Kings 14. 
2. The Delimitation of the Units 
(a) I Kings 14: 1-20 
I Kings 14: 1-20 concludes the story of JeroboamýI. 
It is normally divided into two sections, vss. 1-18, and 
vss. 19-20. The first section deals with the sickness of 
Jeroboam's child and Ahijah's, threat against his dynasty 
and Israel, while vss. 19-20 can be treated as a concluding 
formula to the reign of Jeroboam. 
' Gray links vss. 19-20 
2 to vss. 21-24, whereas Noth places them within the larger 
unit of I Kgs 14: 19-16: 34.3 Rehm on the other hand, seems 
to treat 14: 1-20 as a unit, giving it the general title 
I'Das kranke Kind Jerobeams". He recognizes the role of 
vss. 19-20 as, a concluding formula (Schlussforynel) without 
attempting to remove it from its relationship to vss. 1-18.4. 
There is much to be said for the position of Rehm. 
In terms of content, it can hardly be denied that vss. 19-20 
are firmly linked to the preceding material, vss. 1-18. 
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Indeed they seem to have a more natural affinity to the 
Jeroboam story that began in I Kings 11: 26, than they do 
to that of the kings of Israel and Judah that follows in 
vss. 21ff. We shall therefore be treating 14: 1-20 as a 
unit within the wider story of Jeroboam. 
(b) Il Sam. 9-20; I Kgs. 1-2/II Sam. 24 (21-23) 
II Sam. 9-20; I Kgs. 1-2 
The theory that II Sam. 9-20; I Kgs. 1-2 constitute 
a coherent unit can be traced back to-the last century. It 
was Wellhausen who arguid that this block of material was 
5 composed by a single author. The theory of Wellhausen 
received some of its strongest support in the work of Rost. 
His understanding of the unity of the material is summed up 
in his claim that : 
* the whole complex of II Sam. 9-20 ; 
n*d I Kgs 1 and 2 normally designated 
the "Family story" or "Succession story" 
is... closely interwoven as regards to 
content. 6 
A considerable number of other scholars defend the unity of 
the, so-called "Succession story/narrative". 
7 
Objections to the view that the Succession story 
constitute a literary unit were raised early in this century 
by Gressmann 8 and. Caspari. 9 These two scholars argue for a 
number of independent units within the Succession story, 
identifying two of these as a "Amnon-Tamar novelle' and an 
"Absalom novelle". In more recent times several other 
'scholars have raised similar questions, about-the unity and- 
the extent of the Succession story. 
10 Most of these questions 
IT? 
are concerned with how far II Sam. 9 and I Kgs. 2; constitute 
the beginning and end respectively, of a well defined unit. 
Gunn, for example, rejects the theory that II Sam. 9 con- 
stitutes the beginning of the Succession story, claiming 
that most of chs. 2-4 and 5: 1-3 should probably be 
included. 11 Ridout on-the other hand argues for the inclusion 
of II Sam-7 with the exception of vss. 12b-13a., 16.12 
The arguments against linking II Sam-7 with ch. 9ff. 
have not been slow in coming. Gunn has drawn attention to the 
difference in character that separates the two blocks of 
material. According to him, whereas II Sam. 7 is "ideologically 
obvious and tediously repetitive". chs. 9-20 constitute a 
"subtle story told in a compelling manner"13 . others have 
pointed to the difference in literary style., the "turgid 
verbosity" of ch-7 being contrasted with the "superb 
14 
narrative prose" of chs. 9-20. 
Gunn and Caird are correct in, their rejection of 
II Sam-7 as a part of the Succession story. The chapter 
obviously belongs to another level of the Davidic tradition 
although it 
, 
maintains some links with the material in 
chs. 9 ff. 
15 But the same can be said of II Sam. 2-4 and 
5: 1-3 which Gunn would include in the Succession-story. This 
material from the early part of II Sam. is concerned with 
the establishment of Davidic power and control over Israel 
rather than with the transmission and continuation of the 
Davidic dynasty. Given that the latter seems to be the 
primary concern of the bulk of the material in II Sam. 9-20; I Kgs. 
1-2 one is inclined to treat II Sam. 2-4 as well as 5: 1-3 
and II Sam-7 as not belonging to the group of traditions that 
begin in ch. 9. 
109 
Turning to the end of the Succession story, it is 
widely agreed that this is to be found within I Kgs. 1-2.16 
H51scher has however extended the story to I Kings 3: 4a, 16-18, 
and 12. -'1,3b-14,18-19.17 Mowinckel would remove I Kgs. 1-2, 
treating these chapters as the beginning of the Solomon 
saga. 




view, arguing for main- 
taining I Kgs. 1-2 as a part of the Succession story. 
19 But 
whereas Rost claims that the story comes to a definite con- 
clusion in I Kgs. 2: 46,20 other scholars have sought conclusions 
elsewhere within I Kgs. 1-2. Noth treats 1.49-53 as the con- 
elusion of the work, 
21 
while Mettinger cites 1: 1-40; 2: 5-9., 12, 
as a conclusion, excluding the other material within the two 
chapters as secondary. 
22 
, 
In spite of the tensions within I Kgs. 1-2. which 
raise some problems in terms of its relationship to 
II Sam. 9-20,23 the first two chapters of Kings are linked, 
at least in terms of content, to the, material in 11 Sam. 9-20. 
The concluding formula of I Kgs. 2: 46b can be regarded as a 
conclusion to the Succession story as pointed out by Gray. 
24 
The position of Gray is to be preferred to that of Montgomery/ 
Gehman who treat vs. 46b as the beginning of the Solomonic 
material. 
25 In our analysis, we shall be treating vs. 46b as 
the conclusion of the Succession story, the beginning of which 
is to be found in II Sam. 9: 1. 
I Sam. 24 (21-23) 
II Sam. 24: 1-25 appears to be a self-contained 
literary unit. Some scholars have been inclined to link it 
with II Sam. 21.26 Although these links do exist, it seems 
as if ch. 24 as it now stands can function as a story independent 
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of, chs. 21-23. We may note however that 
to be built around. the theme of David's 
threatening, disaster. Ch. 24 is however 
with David Is purchase of the threshing I 
site of the future temple. 
27 
We shall be treating ch. 24 as 
I 
all four chapters seem 
rescue from some great 
primarily concerned 
loor of Araunah, the 
a literary unitp' but 
not-as one which stands isolated from the material that precedes 
it. Like other sections of the Davidic material discussedý 
in this chapteri the material of ch. 24 helps to maintain David 
as a model of favour. But these links with the rest of the 
Davidic material does not in any way impair the literary unity, 
of the chapter. 
3. More Threats and Reaffirmations 
In our analysis of the last two stages of the develop- 
ment of the royal models, we demonstrated how the accusations 
of I Kings 12: 26-33 lead to the threats of I Kings 13, and 
the affirmations of II Sam. 6 become the reaffirmations of 
II Sam. 7. When we move to this final stage of the development 
of the models, these trends reappear and play a crucial role 
in the rounding off of the models. 
In the Jeroboam material (I Kings 14), there is 
now a strong combinationofaccusation (vs. 9) and threat (vss. 10ff). 
Ch. 14 can be viewed as a summary of the accusation of 12: 26- 
33 (cf. vss. Sb-9), and an expansionas well as an intensification 
of the threats'of 13: 2ff. The destruction of Jeroboam's dynasty 
as well as the destruction of the nation are cited as the 
sure'6onsequences of Jeroboam's sin. The sin - threat (disaster) 
relationship is now applied with vigour to the questions relating 
to the survival of Jeroboam's dynasty and his kingdom. The 
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relationship becomes the basis for the interprotgtion pt hiptory. 
Undoubtedly this'interpretation and understanding 
of history is also at work in'the Davidic material of this 
stage. The model of favour like the model of disfavour continues 
to wrestle with the-dontrasting features of the national exper- 
ience. This is achieved in this stage of the model of favour 
I 
through the introduction of an element of threat into the 
Davidic material. But throughout the material of this stage, 
the threat is carefully balanced by a repeat of the reaffirmations 
of the previous stages. 
The overall result of this structure is the maintenance 
of David as a model of favour. The model is now readjusted 
to rule out any perfectionist understanding of the model which 
could place it beyond the harsh historical experiences with 
all their contradictions. David in whom is invested the hope 
of the eternal dynasty now becomes the David prone to sin. 
But hope beyond the consequences of sin functions in this 
stage as the important element which maintains David as the 
representative of the model of favour. 
This means that Jeroboam and David continue to represent 
the negative and the positive sides of the same presuppositions. 
In other words, in spite of the introduction of an element 
of disfavour into the Davidic material, he continues to be 
the royal model of favour and Jeroboam the model of disfavour. 
It is against this background that we now venture 
to set out the relationship between the two blocks of material. 
We do so using our three major themes, 'Israel's legitimate 
dynasty the legitimate representation of Yahweh's power 
and presence', and 'the place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. ' 
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The Davidic material falling under the firpt thpIne 
will be divided into a number of units. Our analysis will 
begin with chs. 11-12. The threats and reaffirmations of the 
Jeroboam and Davidic material of the last stage will first 
be stated in order to give an indiýationof new developments 
in the present stage. 
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From the above outline, we can see how the Davidic material 
in each unit always ends with a reaffirmation. Through this 
presentation of the material, David is sustained as a model 
of divine favour. The reaffirmation always seems to 'cancel 
out' the element of disfavour (threat). 
is no such cancelling out. The "Accusat 
of the last two stages return in an even 
that the reader is not allowed to forget 
model of divine disfavour. We shall now 
detail the general areas outlined above. 
(a) I Kings_14 
With Jeroboam there 
ions" and "Threats" 
stronger form so 
that Jeroboam is the 
examine in more 
The intensification of the "Accusations" and the 
"Threats" against Jeroboam and the northern cult that occurs 
in this final stage can best be appreciated by having them 
stated in relationship to those that occur in the previous 
two stages. We shall therefore follow this method in our 
analysis of ch. 14. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty_ 
Accusation: Jeroboam is a usurper ruling over a 
legitimate part of the Davidic 






The house of Jeroboam will be cut off 
and destroyed from the face of the 
earth (13: 34) 
: Yahweh will bring evil upon the house 
of Jeroboam (14: 10) 
: Yahweh will out off from Jeroboam every 
male, both bond and free (14: 10) 
: Yahweh will utterly consume the house 
of Jeroboam (14: 10) 
Fourth Element Yahweh will cause any one belonging to 
Jeroboam who dies in the city to be 
eaten by dogs and any one who dies in 
the open country to be eaten by'the birds 
(14: 1o) 
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Fifth Element Yahweh will raise up a king over 
Israel who will cut off the house of 
Jeroboam (14: 14) - 
The threat against the house of Jeroboam in 14: 10, 
is preceded by a statement of Yahweh's-goodness (vs. 8) and 
Jeroboam's ingratitude (vs. 9). This movement from divine 
goodness to human ingratitudý to divine threat (judgement), 
can also be found in sections of the prophetic literature 
(cf. Amos 2: 9-16). We shall be dealing with vs. 
_9 
in our next 
dection, 28 but we need to address ourselves to the motif of 
divine goodness which functions here as a context for the 
divine threat. 
Yahweh's goodness to Jeroboam is expressed in terms 
of election. The narrator is obviously linking the present 
material with that relating Jeroboam's designation'by Ahijah 
29 (11: 30ff) . Once again there are some close parallels with 
the Davidic promise, indicating how similai- election motifs 
can be used for both-kings (cf. I Kgs 14: 7-8, and Il Sam. 12: 
7b-8). 30 
But Jeroboam's failings are contrasted not only with 
the goodness of Yahweh'. but also with that of David (vs. 8b). 
The verse which gives a very idealistic picture of David, not 
unlike that of SDR,, reads :, '' 
"]2i4p «iý2e *IA Im erze wohl , 
epp le: D pl Viz) eige , 
Wurthwein treats this-verse as'a Deuteronomic insertion that 
, 31 serves to intensify the threat against Jeroboam, it 
probably functions here not simply as a simple comparison bet- 
ween David and Jeroboam, but also as a sharp contrast between 
Islo, 
the two dynasties which they represent. 
This fact seems to b, e borne out by the claim that 
Yahweh tore the kingdom III and gave it 
to Jeroboam. "- Do we have here a subtle reminder 
that the kingdom rightly belongs to David? Vs. 8a seems to 
suggest that Jeroboam's. kingdom is simply the kingdom of 
David that was entrusted to him. Vs. 8b declares that Jero- 
boam has betrayed this trust, falling far short of the one 
who is the legitimate ruler of all Israel, and must, as a 
consequence, forfeit his right, to rule. The threats of vss. 10 
and 14., give us the details of the consequence. 
The first element of the threat is somewhat general 
in scope : 
33 
The narrator employs the hiphil participle to 
emphasize the intensity of the threat against the house of 
Jeroboam. It occurs in a phrabe my 
vj 
K,;; which is to be 
found elsewhere in Sam uel-Kings (cf. II Sam. 17: 14; I Kings. 21: 21, 
29; "71 Kgs. 21: 12; 22: 16) and is widespreaa in Jeremiah 
(cf. jer. 4: 16; 6: 9, passim). The term contains two concepts 
which are important for grasping the nature of the threat 
against the house of Jeroboam. One is the 'cause and effect' 
relationship between sin and divine judgement, the other is 
the conviction that Yahweh is responsible for both good and 
evil. 
34 On the basis of the second concept, the good, which 
is the gift to Jeroboam 6f part of the Davidic kingdom, can 
be contrasted with the evil which is about to fall upon the 
house of Jeroboam. 
The second element expands the 619; motif 
101 
introduced "in the first ý: 
O; T41 '1; 3? 073-1ý 'P-01.11 
I The phrase is a direct threat against Jeroboam's male des- 
cendants, and consequently a threat against the continuation 
of his dynasty. The language employed by the-narrator is 
very graphic, reaching its peak in the term TIP. ý 1"P; t (lit. 
he that pisses against the wall). 35 We may note once more 
the use of the hiphil 'PlDan. l) to describe the divine threat. 
There has been much discussion on the interpretation 
of the term MITY. ý "1137. -11X7, is the qal participle of T 
the verb '13ý. In the qaf stem,, 137, is normally rendered, 
'to shut up'. 'hold back', 'restrain'., 'detain'. 'retain 
36 strength' and 'to rule'. MqTY, , on the other hand, is 
the qal passive participle of : 17, , which in the qal is 
usually translated 'to leave, forsake' but can also mean 
'to set free or loose' (cf. Ex. 23: 5) 
P7 These translations 
of the two verbs are reflected in Burney's rendering of 
M; T. vj -I-Im7 as "restrained and 
'let loose". 38 He admits 
however that the "precise application of the phrase is 
obscure", 39 an opinion that finds some support in Noth, who 
claims that the phrase is probably a "stereotyped" expression 
... the meaning of which we can no longer deterftiine con- 
clusivelyý40 
Not. all scholars are as sceptical as Noth. On the 
basis of the usage of 13Z in I Sam. 9: 17 and 21: 7, Seebass 
seeks the meaning of OITXI '1137, within the context of 
military language. He suggests that IIS7, should be inter- 




ZATY refers to those who are left behind. 
ipp 
He however goes on to point out that OITY, unlike IqX7,, 
is not used in the context of Yahweh (Holy) war, (Im umkreis 
des Jahwehkrieges ). 42 The threat contained in the phrase, 
Seebass argues, denotes-not simpýy that the people will be 
leaderless, but that Jeroboam's house will not provide any 
'distinguished representation' (namhafte Vertretung) in the 
war of Yahweh. 43 Seebass' interpretation depends heavily on 
how far one accepts his military, interpretation. The military 
motif is not at once obvious in 14: 10, which. leads one to 
seek other interpretations of . 31T41 "1137T . 
Comparing I Kings 14: 10 with-21: 21 and II Kings 
9: 8,, Kutsch claims that ZIT41 "Jisg should be interpreted 
to mean the complete destruction of Jeroboam's family. Used 
in conjunction with IIRý 111-1i4; 2 the phrase'encompasses all 
male members of Jeroboam's family, those under parental res- 
traint ( "MY, ) and those free from it ( 3.1 Tg ý4 That 
the phrase is used in association with ý7?; suggests 
for Kutsch possible legal usage. 
45 But as Gray has pointed 
out,, this suggestion does not account for the way in which 
the phrase is used in Deut-32: 36, and Il Kings 14: 26 
ý6 
Of the other interpretations, we may note that of 
Montgomery "In private and unrestrained ... distinguishing 
between the gentleman and the boor in the street"; 
47 Lewy 
48 "Unborn (shut up in the womb) and born"; Schwally : 
49 "Under ritual taboo and ritually free"; and Saydon : 
"Helpless and abandoned or destituter. 
50 
Rehm has pointed out that all the suggested inter- 
pretations of ZITXI 113; indicate that the two 'contrary' 
(gegensatzliche) ideas contained in the phrase denote 
'wholeness' (Gesamtheit). 51 WUrthwein, in a similar vein,, 
lipý 
suggests that the punishment to be meted out will embrace 
Jeroboam as well'given the close relationshi- between a v 
man and his family even beyond death. 52 There is therefore 
an element of finality as well as-one of totality contained 
in the phrase. The divine judgement against the house of 
Jeroboam will be absolutýly comprehensive and without any 
escape for those who have the greatest potential to continue 
the dynasty, i. e. the male progeny. 
The 'totality' and the 'comprehensiveness' of the 
divine judgement against the house of Jeroboam is reflected 
to an even higher degree in the third element of the threat. 
It reads 
'ó D1-fl' 'at '1r1; 
The idea is powerfully introduced into the phrase through 
the use of the piel of 19 This immediately 
sets the tone for this element of the threat. 
A comparison of a few translations of the 
above phrase can be of some help in illustrating how it 
embodies the power of the previous element. as well as 
intensifies it : 
RSV 
and I will utterly 
consume the house 
of Jeroboam as a 
ran burns dung 
until it is all 
gone. 
Gray 
and I shall make an 
utter riddance of 
vjhat is left of the 
house of Jeroboam 
as one clears away 
dung. 53 
Noth 
und will hinter 
dem hause Jero- 
beams her aus- 
fegen wie man den 
Kot ausfegt bis 
er vollig versch- 
wunden ist. 54 
Rehm 
Ich werde das 
haus Jerobeam weg- 
fegen wie imn Kot 
wischaft bis er 
ganz vers chwunden 
ist 155 
The intensity that is'Coritained in each translation revolves 
around the rendering of "11117-; l Whereas the translation of 
the RSV "utterly consume" implies total and absolute destruction 
104 
. 
1374 ;. based undoubtedly on the imagery of fire contained in )Jq 
96 
that of Gray, "make an utter riddance". introduces the idea of 
Yahweh's abhorrence of Jeroboam's house. 
Th6, German translations add a new dimension to the 
discussion. Noth's rendering of lp-12ýq by ausfegen (to 
sweep out) as well as Rehm's use of wegfegen (to sweep away), 
suggests the removal and the rejection of what is abhorrent 
to Yahweh. This seems to be the sense in which IZ3 is used 
in II Kings 23: 24 as well where-Josiah is said to put away 
elements of the Canaanite fertility cult from 
ýTudah ý7 
.T 
But if -173a can also mean "to drive beasts to 
ti8 pasture" or"Ito drive away" as suggested by Gray. k then 
"lilts may contain a veiled reference to the exile 
of the northern kingdom. ' This'possibility becomes even 
stronger if is taken to be a noun that can be ren- 
dered "last descendants,, '. - 59 Given this possibility, the 
would'include not only Jeroboam's descendants in the 
strictly genealogical sense., -but also ali'those who became 
a part of his illegitimate cult at Dan and Bethel. The 
graphic comparison of the divine action (judgement) with the 
sweeping away 12B ) of dung ( Y71 ) heightens the TIT 
rejection/destruction motif. It points to the removal of 
the unclean from before Yahweh. 
The fourth element of the threat'against the house 
of 'Jeroboam,, underlines the totality as well as the degrading 
nature of the divine judgement : 
-i: )-. r . 92. c27zDe. -1 gi7 ný79.9 IMArm .., «F . Ir Ir - le llr - 
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Several scholars have pointed to the formulaic nature of thýp 
threat which, is also made against Ahab U Kings 21: 24) and 
60 Baasba (16: 4). 
. 
The true significance and power of'the threat 
is closely bound up with the 'scavenger status' of dogs in the 
Ancient-Near East. 61 They are also linked to the great impor- 
tance attached to a decent burial in the Biblical tradition. 62 
The latter point is refleeted in David's burial fo the bones of 
Saul and Jonathan (II Sam. 21: 13) as well as in the threat of 
Jeremiah the Jehoiakim will be buried. 1with the burial of an 
ass" (Jer. 22: 19). 
This element of the threat against the house of Jeroboam 
suggests that the divine judgement will continue beyond death. It 
will remove the last remnants of decency that can be accorded a 
person, that of having a decent burial. 
The fifth element of the threat links all the eldments 
contained in 14: 10 to Baashals annihilation of Jeroboam's des- 
cendants (15: 27-30). Once more we encounted the prophecy-fulfil- 
63 ment structure that is fairly widespread in the book'of Kings. 
This element of the threat seems to reveal once more the narrator's 
utter disgust with the cultic policies of Jeroboam. Yahweh's 
raising up of a king can be contrasted with the king's cutting 
down of the house of Jeroboam. We can also compare these actions 
with the tearing and the giving which elevated Jeroboam to 
kingship (-cf. 11: 30ff; 14: 8). 
We have at work here in this element of the threat as 
in SJR and SDR (cf. 1 Sam. 15: 28), the idea of divine initiative 
putting right what has gone desperately wrong. Yahweh intervenes 
to remove the dynasty of Jeroboam and at the same time this 
becomes a divine attempt to halt the national slide to disaster 
initiated by the sin of Jeroboam. Baasha is the divine instrument to be 
i1sed by Yahweh and seems to be little more than this. 7he emphasis is on the 
Wo 
putting right rather than on the one who is to be the ipstrument 
of the divine action. The action will confer no special 
status on the one whose task it is to remove the house of 
Jeroboam (cf. 16: 1-4). 
Given all that we have said above, we can safely 
claim at this stage that. the threat against the house of 
Jeroboam contained in I Kings 14: 10,11,14, intensifies'that 
of 13: 34. It declares in the most intense and graphic manner 
Yahweh's abhorrence as well as his total and absolute 
rejection of the dynasty of Jeroboam. That which was 
instituted by Yahweh's initiative, is now to be swept away 
by his judgement, all because of the sin of 
Jeroboam. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's Dower and uresence 
Accusation Jeroboam makes two calves, declares 
them the god(s) of the Exodus and 
installs them at Dan and Bethel 
(12: 28-29) 
Threat The altar at Bethel (with its bull 
image) will be torn down (13: 1-3) 
Accusation 
First Element Jeroboam has done evil above all 
that were before him (14: 9a) 
Second Element He has made for himself other gods 
and molten images (14: 9b) 
Third Element : He has provoked Yahweh to anger 
(14: 9c) 
Fourth Element : He has cast Yahweh behind his back 
(14: 9d) 
Although the'four elements or this accusation are 
very closely related, each one'seems to emphasize a peculiar 
dimension of Jer6oamls cultic activities. The first element 
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can be treated as a type of introduction to the more specific, 
accusations of the second element. 
The first element is a good example of the narrator's 
tendency to emphasize the gravity of J eroboam's sin. This is 
reflected in the claim that Jeroboam has done more evil than all 
who were before him. If indeed the reference to those who were 
before Jeroboam is a reference to previous northern kingsp then 
it is overlooking the fact that Jeroboam is the first northern 
64 king. Ellis claims that Jeroboam is being compared to Solomon. 
It seems however that the basic concern of the narrator is not the 
chronology of the northern kings, but the sin of Jeroboam which 
for him is beyond all comparison. 
Jeroboam's sin is unprecedented. The reason for this is 
contained in the second element of the accusation where we are 
told that the king created other gods for himself. Jeroboam 
therefore stands accused of rejecting Yahweh's legitimate and 
exclusive rights to worship in Israel. He introduces into the 
worship of his kingdom rivals to Yahweh which cannot be tolerated. 
This action on the part of Jeroboam brings about the 
divine reaction contained in the third element of the accusation. 
The intýoduction of rival gods provokes Yahweh to anger. 'Pro- 
voking Yahweh to anger' is a widespread motif in the Old Testament 
ý5 
In the Pentateuch it is inVariably linked to the rebellion motif 
(cf. Num. 11: 1,10; 12: 9; Deut. 9: 19; 29: 24). 66 Within I Kings 14: 19- 
II Kings 23, it is primarily allegiance'to the gods represented 
by the Canaanite fertility cults which provoke Yahweh to anger. 
67 
In other words allegiance to other gods is cited as the act 
par excellence which provokes Yahweh to anger., 
Jeroboam's creation of the bull symbols of Dan and 
Bethel is interpreted by the narrator as creation of other gods. 
1M 
It represents not only the acceptance of other gods, but gt týe 
same time a total rejectionof Yahweh. The latter point is con- 
tained in the fourth element'of the accusation which accuses 
Jeroboam of casting Yahweh behind his back. 
The phrase 'to cast'behind the back' is very rarely used 
as a synonym for sin in the Old Testament. It occurs in Ezek. 23: 
35 and in Neh. 9: 26.68 , In'the latter case it is used 'to describe 
Israel's rejectionofthe law. The phrase seems'to contain the 
idea of contempt which transforms'the accusation against 
Jeroboam into the showing of scant respect for Yahwehv Israel's 
only God. There is contempt in the Jeroboam - Yahweh relationship, 
introduced'by Jeroboam. 
Ih the light of all we have said above, I Kings 14: 9 
not only expands but also intensifies the accusation of I Kings 
12: 28-29. It maintains the basic presupposition behind the 
accusation which claims that there can be only one legitimate 
representation of Yahweh's power and'presence, the Ark of the 
Jerusalem sanctuary. At the same time the reader is reminded 
of Jeroboam's sinful action is setting up illegitimate repre- 
sentations of Yahweh's power and presence, at Dan and Bethel. 
C. The Place of the Legitimate Yahweh Cult 
Accusation Tbe, northern shrines of Dan and Bethel 
constitute an illegitimate cult with 
illegitimate processions, priesthood, 
sacrifices and feasts (12: 30-33). 
Threat The non-Levitical priesthood of Bethel 
will be destroyed, sacrificed by a 
legitimate priest - king (13: 2). 
Threat Israel will go into exile "because of 
the sins of Jeroboam which he sinned 
and ... made Israel to sin. " i. e., Bethel 
and Dan will be deprived of their 
worshipping community as well as their 
priests (14: 15-16).. 
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The 'cause and effect' relationship betw@ep th@ pýn of 
Jerobo am and the exile of the northern kingdom in troatod by 
several commentators as a product of Deuterpnomic redaction. 
69 
It should be pointed out however, that this understanding of the 
relationship between sin and judgement (disaster) is by no means 
peculiar to the Deuteronomic work. It is fairly widespread in 
the Old Testament,. 70 What-is peculiar about this understanding 
in the context of our present discussion, is the way, in which 
the sin of Jeroboam is now interpreted as carrying disastrous 
implications for his entire nation. 
This is a very important element which enters the 
development of the model of disfavour at this stage. It becomes 
crucial in the development of the model as an interpretation of 
the national experience. The conquest of the northern kingdom 
finds its raison dletre in Jeroboam's establishment of the rival 
shrines of Dan and Bethel. 
The consequences of the sin of Jeroboam will therefore 
extend beyond the source of the sin, i. e., Dan and Bethel, and 
will engulf the entire nation. There is a systematic development 
of the consequences of Jeroboam's sin as we move from the second 
stage, through the third, to this fourth stage. For whereas in 
the second stage it leads to the disruption of the people's 
worship at Yahweh's only legitimate shrine at Jerusalem (I Kings 
12: 28-30), and in the second stage to the threat against 
Jeroboam's shrine and his dynasty (13: 1-2,34), in this fourth 
stage it'incurs a threat against the entire nation (14: 15-16). 
The threat of 14: 15-16 represents the ultimate conse- 
quences of Jeroboam's establishment of the illegitimate shrines 
of Dan and Bethel. These illegitimate shrines will lose their 
power with their leaders and adherents dispersed"'beyond the 
Euphrates" (vs. 15). Exile becomes the ultimate consequence of 
the illegitimate cult of the North. 
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II Sam. 9-20; I Kings 1-2; 11 Sam. 24 
The three basic affirmations about the Davidic dynasty, 
the Ark and the Jerusalem cult constitute the context within which 
we discuss the Davidic material of this stage. 
71 This discussion 
will be taking place against the background of II Sam. 6 and 7. 
Special attention will be paid to the "Threat - Salvation" 
pattern which emerges in this stage, since this will enable us 
to detect any readjustments that may be at work in the rounding 
off of the models. To facilitate this, we shall first set out 
the affirmations of II Sam. 6 and the reaffirmations of II Sam. 7, 
followed by the threats and reaffirmations of each unit. 











David who was elected by Yahweh 
to replace Saul, is the legitimate 
ruler of all Israel (II Sam. 6). 
The house of David will be estab- 
lished forever (II Sam. 7: 16,29). 
: The sword will never depart from 
David's house (I Sam. 12: 10) 
: Yahweh will*raise up evil against 
David out of his own house (II 
Sam. 12: 11a). 
: Yahweh will take David's wives 
and give them to his neighbour 
(II Sam. 12: 11b). 
: David's neighbour will lie with 
them in public (II Sam. 12: 11c). 
: The child born to David and 







Yahweh forgives DavIdIp @in 
(12: 13b) 
: David will not die (12: 130) 
David expresses great piety by 
praying and fasting for the sick child, 
the symbol of his sin (12: 16-17) 
David is given a-son to take the 
place of the child that died, i. e. his 
house is assured of its continuation 
(12: 24) 
The threats that are made against David and his 
dynasty in this unit must be read against the background of 
72 the story of ch. 11 and Nathan's parable in 12: 1-6. David's 
unwitting pronouncement-of the death sentence upon himself 
(vs-5) forms the natural bridge from parable to threat. A 
reading of the threat found in this unit suggests that it is 
to be understood as a nullification of the promise in-7: 16a, 
29. The first element of the threat clearly illustrates this 
II Sam-7: 16a 
qn *I: p I? K; l 0i. 7-"r-t 
II Sam. 12: 10a 
")n 1W-I'? fl1 
The nullification becomes even more pronounced, if the 
"preamble" to the threatý3 setting out Yahwehvs acts of 
goodness to David, is contrasted with the threat. Yahweh's 
five acts of goodness as listed in 7b-8, can be set over 
-against 
the five acts of judgment (vss. 10ff) : 
Acts of goodness 
Yahweh hnointed David King 
over Israel. 
Acts of judgement 
The swordýwill never depart' 
from David's house. 
2. Yahweh delivered him from Yahweh will raise up evil against 
the hand of Saul. David out of his own house. 
Yahweh gave David his Yahweh will give David's wives 
master's wives. to his neighbour. 
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Acts of goodness Acts of judgement 
Yahweh gave David the house David's neighbour will lie 
of Israel. with his (David's) wives ... 
Yahweh would have added The child born to David and 
much more to David. Bathsheba will die. 
The list of. Yahweh's goodness in Vs. 7b-8, is indeed a, summary 
of SDR., Through this list, the narrator is able to bring 
the reader 'up to datet on''Yahweh's longstanding relationship 
with David. This relationship reached its climax in 
II Sam-7: 16.. 29 where Yahweh promises Davidan eternal dynasty. 
The phrase n; jk; 9ý nBQýj V? ý-OKJ 
(vs. 8d),, describes the openended generosity of the relation- 
ship. This point is marvellously captured in Fokkelman's 
rendering of the phrase by "If all this isn't enough,, then 
David must say so and he will get more". 74 
It is this type of relationship, between Yahweh and 
David that places David's sin (ch. 11) and the divine threat 
(12: 10ff) in their true perspective. David's sin becomes a 
rejection of Yahweh's initiative and goodness and the threat, 
the inevitable consequence of this rejection. Indeed the 
threat can be interpreted as Yahweh's rejection of David, 
with each element highlighting a different aspect of the 
divine rejection. 
The first element introduces a war motif into the 
threat 
There is undbubtedly a touch of irony at work here. The 3ý 'I We 
which Nathan identifies as the instrument by which Uriah met 
his death on David's orders (vs. 9a), is now to be the instru- 
ment of disaster in David's own house. 
75 But whereas Uriah's 
death by the sword occurred in a conflict between two 
I 
RQ3 
recognized enemies Israel and Ammon (cf. ch. 10), th@ 4j§q§ter 
that will come upon David's house will be nothing short of 
civil war, according to the second element of the threat. 
If the first element therefore tells us about the 
duration, of the threat.. 
'the 
second points to the agon'y that 
ii could, possibly produge : 
, 11ý7 DIP; 134U nlnl 17ý§ Mý 
The phrase suggests a situation of chaos that is the complete 
reversal of the rest ( Gi3) from his enemies granted 
to David in II Sam. 7: 1. Just as the rest from enemies is an 
indication of Yahweh's blessings upon David, so the coming 
evil is an indication of his judgement. The place from which 
the evil is to come is the same place to which 
David brings Bathsheba after the death of Uriah (11: 27). 
Hence ý11'12 of 11: 27 like of 12: 11a, may contain 
a touch of the double use of n? 4 that is to be found in 
ch-7. Bathsheba's entry into David's house (household 
is therefore a symbol of the entry of disaster into his 
dynasty ( This is brought out by Nathan's listing as 
part of David's ilYl 9 his act of taking Bathsheba to be 
his wife (11: 9). 
It is in the third element of the. threat that 
Yahweh's response to David's n? l becomes more specific 
IZ-11]31 
T 
This phrase. is the third reference to the giving/taking of 
wives in the Nathan speech. There is Yahweh giving to David 
his master's wives (vs. 8). David's taking of Uriah's wife 
(vs. 9) and Yahweh taking David's wives and giving them to 
his neighbour (vs. Ilb). This element of the threat like the 
R04 
76 second is also a reversal of divine action. David's less 
of his harem constitutes the removal of that area of his life 
that can best ensure the continuation of his house. It is 
the r6moval of an-aspect of the kýngls power, that can only 
be interpreted as a great humiliation. The humiliation is 
emphasized by the gift af the harem to David's neighbour. 
This is nothing short of. a transfer of an important aspect 
of power from David to his neighbour. 
The fourth element expands on the humiliating 
aspect of this transfer of power : 
rr 7' V-D 
The significance of the element of the threat lies in the 
conducting in public 119-Til Zt2hl 13. '17ý: what is 
reserved for the most secrdt area of life. Hence there is to 
be a 'double' exposure for David, relating to his private 
sexual life. His harem will be abused in public, and this 
act will draw attention to, as well as be a reminder of, his 
own secret sexual act with Bathsheba (vs. 12). 
It is around the product of this sexual act that 
the f ifth- threat is built. The death of the child of the 
David-Bathsheba union, removes a member of David's house and 
can be interpreted as a weakening of the Davidic dynasty. As 
in the last element, David is threatened with a loss that 
directly affects the continuation of his dynasty. The death 
of the child comes as the consequence of David's role in the 
death of Uriah (vs. 14). 
The movement in the narrative from 'Threat' 
(judgement) to 'Reaffirmation' (salvation) is as dramatic as 
that from Yahweh's goodness (vs. 7b-8) to David's sin (vss. 9-10) 
P05 
to Yahweh's punishment (judgement) of David'd sin (vem, 10, -12, 
The key to. the dramatic transition from threat/judgement 
to reaffirmation/salvation is David's-confession in 12: 13a 
1'1110ý "MM The confession is the crucial turning- . Ir IT 
point in the David-Bathsheba episode (chs. 11-12). It marks 
the beginning of the rebuilding of, the Davidic model of 
favour. As Gunn puts it, the confession "functions power- 
fully to, reinstate. him (David) in the reader's estimation". 77 
Of equal importance to the reinstating process is 
Nathan's pronouncement of Yahweh's forgiveness of David : 
;. nmyn royn 
Here the dramatic intervention of Yahweh ensures David's move- 
ment back to the status of favour. The sharp contrast bet- 
ween Yahweh's goodness and David's sin which dominates the 
early. part of ch. 12 now gives way to the recreation of a state 
of Imutualism' between Yahweh and David. The Imutualism' is 
conveyed through the catchword 
David confesses (regrets) his 
rlKW13 : 
IlKwo 
mun of David forgiven by 
Yahweh 
The confession - forgiveness structure opens the way for the 
repeal of the_, death sentence which David had pronounced, on 
himself, (vs-5). It leads to the second element of 
reaffirmation,, contained in Nathan's words, IIIMn K7 . David's V 
death sentence is "nullified by the judicial authority which 
1178 is yet higher than the king . Thus the king who was 
threatened with death is now offered (new) life. Indeed he 
is assured of a fresh start in life. 
But the narrator is extremely careful not to rush 
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to the point of full restoration. The reader is taken through a 
scene in which the narrator shows that David deserves his return 
to favour with Yahweh. What seems to be at work here is not 
simply David's return to favour, but the very'nature of divine 
forgiveness. Yahweh forgives those. who are truely penitent. 
David is put through an agonising scene which sets out to convince 
the reader that David is t1ruely penitent for his sin. 
It is highly possible that here David is being projected 
not only as the desirable model of kingship but also as a model 
of piety for the nation. The acts of piety credited to David 
(vss. 16-17), are presented as those which can mend a broken 
relationship with Yahweh. These acts of piety function as our 
third element of reaffirmation. They reinstate David as a model 
of favour. 
The birth of another child, our fourth element of 
reaffirmation, is the crowning symbol of David's return to favour. 
Vss. 24-25 reintroduces the sexual motif which has dominated the 
David-Bathsheba episode. 
79 
ý But whereas David's sexual relation- 
ship with Bathsheba at the start of the episode (11: 2ff) was 
illegitimate and led to the death of her husband and the birth 
of an illegitimate child, in 12: 24-25. it leads to the birth 
of a legitimate child and merits divine approval. 
The naming of the child Jedidiah (beloved of the Lord), 
leaves the reader in no doubt about David's return to divine 
favour. The one who was placed under the threat of death (12: 10), 
now becomes the source of new life. The birth of Jedidiah which 
marks David's return to favour, is at the same time a reaffirma- 
tion of the special relationship existing between Yahweh and the 
Davidic dynasty. Out of the chaos created by David's relationship 
with Bathsheba, emerges a son who constructs the institution which 
cements the bond between Yahweh and the Davidic dynasty, indeed 
Yahweh and Israel. The relationship which begins in chaosp 
I 
? P, 7 
eventually produces the temple builder. 
Unit II (chs. 13-14) 






Amnon, David's firstborn, rapes-his 
half-sister Tamar (13: 1-22). 
: "He"is killed by Absalom (13: 23-29). 
Absalom, the new heir, goes into 
(voluntary) exile (13: 37-38). 
: Absalom retArns from exile (14: 1-32). 
He is reconciled with David and 
restored as heir (14: 33). 
The motif of illegitimat6 sexual relationships 
which,, as we have seen, is present in the David-Bathsheba 
episode (ahs. 11-12)'returns in ch. 13 through the Amnon-Tamar 
encounter. Amnon assumes the role played by David in the 
previous unit and engages in a sexual act that leads to a 
series of catastrophes. 80' ' 
The first catastrophe, represented by our first 
element of threat, is the rape of Tamar by Amnon. The 'threat' 
here is the' return of the same sexual forces that led to 
David's involvement with Bathsheba and the murder of Uriah, 
and incurred the'divine judgement. Once again these forces 
bring chaos to the house of David, and jeopardize the promise 
of II Sam-7. That the promise is' about'to be jeopardized 
once more is anticipated by placing Amnon, David's firstborn, 
in a potentially explosive situation at the very start of the 
unit'(cf. 13-: 1-2). 
The ensuing verses (3-22) plot the stages of the 
first catastrophe, of which Amnon is the protagonist. The 
narrator creates Amnon into a type of villain by creating 
Tamar into a contrasting model of virtue. We are told that 
she is beautiful nVI and is also a virgin WMD 
20R 
The contrast between Amnon and Tamar reachop tts plimax 
in vss. 11-14. The new threat to the Davidic house move@ to a 
dangerous level. Amnon David's firstborn and. heir ravishes his 
half sister and eliminates himself from participation in the 
promised'dynasty. At the same time, the, ravished Tamar is 
relegated to a state of perpetual widowhood. She like Amnon is 
excluded from the promised dynasty. The conflict within the 
Davidic household. constitutes a potent-threat to its very survival. 
The conflict motif is'skilfully picked up in the person 
of Absalom. It reaches its peak in the murder of Amnon at the hands 
of Absalom's ser vants (vs. 29). -Absalom's plotting of the murder 
recalls David's plot against Uriah (11: 14ff), and to a lesser 
extent Amnon's plot to get Tamar to his house (13: 3ff). Intrigue 
is once more at work in the Davidic household, and continues to 
represent a threat to the promised dynasty. 
The murder of Amnon robs the Davidic house of its heir. 
But the flight and self-imposed exile of Absalom raises the ques- 
tion about the possibility of the new heir taking his rightful 
place. Indeed it seems as if he has forfeited his claims to 
the status of Davidic heir. Absalom represents a double, tbreat 
to the promise. He not only eliminates the rightful heirp but 
is himself in no position to assume this role. 
But just as David returns to favour after the Bathsheba 
eventv so does Absalom after engineering the death of Amnon. 
There is no report about any acts of penitence, but the reader 
is led to conclude that Absalom and his father David are fully 
81 
reconciled (14: 33). The threat to the Davidic house is removedo 
or at least abated. The new heir is restored to his rightful 
place alongside his father David. 
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One can hardly overlook the role attributed to 
David in this unit. He is presented as the! loving caring 
father,, 82 who aligns himself, unwittingly it seems,, to each- 
of his children at various points in the narrative. He 
facilitates Amnon's designs on Tamar by sending her to his 
house (13: 3). he expresses anger and sorrow at the death of 
Amnon (13: 21,36). 83 and he loves Absalom deeply and agrees 
to restore him to favour in spite of his role in the death 
of Amnon (13: 39; 14: 21ff). 
The compassion of David, the supreme expression of 
which is his restoration and forgiveness of Absalom, is the. 
favourable dynastic thread that runs through the unit. The 
narrator seems keen on maintaining this image of David in 
spite of the chaos being created by his children. He is the 
hope that keeps the promise of ch-7 alive and neutralizes the 
threat to the promise created by "chips off the old block"& 
84 
Unit III (chs-15-20) 








Absalom presents himself as a better 
judge than his father David (15: 1-6). 
: He declares himself king in Hebron 
(vs. ll). 
: He wins the allegiance of the men 
of Israel (15: 13). 
: David is forced to flee from 
Jerusalem (vs. 14ff). 
Absalom moves to Jerusalem and takes 
control of the kingdom (16: 15). 
David is given support by members of 
his entourage, by Ziba and Shobi 
(15: 19ff; 16: 1ffq 27-29). 
The revolt of Absalom ýs quelled 
(18: lff). 
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Unit III contd. 
Third Element 
Fourth Element 
David sits 'in the gate', i. e., 
he resumes his royal-judicial role 
(19: 8). 
He moves back to Jerusalem and takes 
control of his household (20: 3).. 
The conflict between David's siblings in the previous 
unit (chs. 13-14)p which poses a great threat to the promised 
dynasty 0 is transformed in the present unit into a conflict between 
David and one'sibling, Absalom. The 'seeds of conflict' are 
Introduced very early in the unit (15'-. 1ff), through what can'be 
aptly termed, Ithe'case for Absalom. 
85 Ironically, it'is'this 
very case which can be treated as the first'element of threat to 
the Davidic house. 
Given the crucial and important role of the king In 
the judicial process in the Old Testament, 15: 1-6'seems to be ý- 
identifying some weaknesses--in David's performance of this role. 
Be isýbeing'accused of neglecting'6ne of the conditioni of king- 
ship. 
86 Thb narrator draws out the theme of conflict by having 
Absalom set himself up as an alternative and better"dispenser of. 
justice. He sets himself up not only as alternative judge, but 
also as an alternative king (cf. vs. 6b). '- But Smith and Conroy 
have both pointed out the negative'elements in this verset which 
may indicate'that the narrator is still pro-Davidic in his 
presentation of the w6aknesses of David, 
87 
The second element of the threat, Absalom's declaration 
of kingship of Hebron (vs. 11), seems like a logical progression 
from the first. "' But it'moves the threat against the Davidic 
house to a new plane. Absalom challenges David's claim to king- 
ship over Israel. The legitimate king is about to be forcibly 
replaced by his heir whose rights to kingship Cannot yet be 
legitimately justified, in spite of popular support (vs. 13). 
It is In the fourth element of the threat, David's 
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flight from Jerusalem, that the threat to the Davidic h0q9e pLnd 
the promised dynasty reaches its peak. -Gunn has drawn an gnalogy 
between David's flight from Jerusalm and his. position before 
becoming king at Hebron. David is "back where he started. "88 
The kingdom given is now the kingdom lost. Power has been trans- 
ferred to the one who has illegitimately assumed the office of king.. 
But David's flight from Jerusalem can also be'interpre- 
ted as the introduction of an exile motif into the model of 
favour. It seems therefore that the model of favour like the 
model of disfavour begins to wrestle with the loss of land and 
cult at this fourth stage of development. David's lost of 
Jerusalem to Absalom and his party can function in the wider con- 
text of Samuel-Kings'as a foretaste of the destructionof Jerusalem 
with its cult and temple'. Indeed thethreat to the Davidic house- 
hold which sends David and his entourage scurrying from Jerusalem, 
seems to anticipate the time when there will be a forceable remo- 
val"of the cream of the city's population to Babylon (II Kings 
24: 14-15). 
David's loss of the city and all the power it symboli- 
ses, is emphasised in the report of the taking over of his berem 
by Absalom (II Sam. 16: 22). 89 This supreme indication that the 
Davidic house is truly under threat, picks up the sexual motif 
of the two precious units. Like David's violationofBathsheba 
(11: 4) and Amnon's rape of Tamar (13: 4), Absalom's actions 
contaminates an area of the Davidic house which is crucial to 
the fulfilment of the promise of a dynasty. 
When we turn to the reaffirmations of this unit, we 
soon discover how carefully they are balanced against the threats 
to produce contrasting themes. In the midst of disloyalty by 
son (heir) and subjects (15: 13) the narrator presents a core of 
loyal persons in. whom David finds support. The theme of support 
constitutes a very important element of reaffirmation. 
Pip 
The theme is. powerfully expressed In th@ wprdq Pf Ittai 
As the Lord lives, and as my lord tho king 
lives, wherever my Lord the king shall beg 
whether for death or for life, there also 
will your servant be (15: 21). 90 
One can hardly ignore the possibility that the words of 
Ittai may be nothing short of an expression of divine support 
for the Davidic cause. The juxtaposing of the life of Yahweh 
and the life of David represents an "Oath by the life of 
God" which Mettinger has suggested is a. part of the royal 
covenantal form? 
l if so,, then Ittaits words may be an 
allusion to the relationship between Yahweh and David as set 
out in II Sam-7. 
The. theme of support finds further expression in 
this unit in the characters-of Abiathar, Zadok and Hushai. 
Like Ittai their chief function seems to be the affirmation 
of Davidic hope in crisis. The same can be said of the 
"gift of provisions". 92 On two occasions David is given 
food during his flight from Jerusalem, The first gift, by 
Ziba,. occurs near the start of his journey (16: 1), the second 
by Shobi, Machir and Barzillai (17: 28). at the end of the, ý-- 
journey away from Jerusalem. On both occasionsýthe food 
functions as a powerful symbol of hope. It seems to affirm 
the presence of favour even in the state of crisis. 
It is however the end of the revolt of Absalom, 
and. so the removal of the threat to David, that constitutes 
the important reaffirmation of the Davidic promise. But as 
in the previous units there seems to be a bitter-sweet com- 
bination of themes. Thus David regains-a kingdom but loses 
a son and heir, in the process. The other tbitterl dimensions 
interlaced. in this reaffirmation are, David's reaction to 
the death of Absalom which seems to pose a threat to his 
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regaining of power (18: 33), and Joab's hostile reaction to 
David's attitude (19: 5ff). 
The 'bitter' dimensions are however diminished 
with the next element of ieaffirmation, David's resumption of 
his judicial role of sitting IMP (19: 8; Heb. 9a). The 
mere fact that it takes. place away from Jerusalem indicates 
that the king has not yet assumed his full authority as ruler. 
His action here, which some commentators identify with the 
93 -. reviewing of the troops, is an anticipation of his return 
to full control of his kingdom. 
The move back to Jerusalem, the supreme symbol of 
David's resumption of full control over the kingdom. Allows 
the narrator to explore the question of the nature of king- 
ship in Israel. In spite of the words put into David's mouth 
in 19: 11-13,,, the narrator. is able to maintain the "kingship 
by invitation" idea found in 2: 4 and 5: 1. To be king again 
David must be invited back by the njqM7 1; RT . Here may 
be a contrast between David's approach to kingship and that 
of Absalom ana Adonijah who were both prepared to take king- 
ship rather than allow it to be offered. Indeed David is made 
to keep in line with what must have surely been historical 
practice. 
The narrator strengthens this fourth element of 
reaffirmation by having those who once opposed David, i. e. 
those who constituted a threat to his power, express their 
loyalty to David (and the Davidic house? ). The apology of 
Shimei (vss. 16-23). and the encounter of Mephibosheth (vss. 
24-30) represent the defusing of any possible threat to David. 
Representing as they do the house of Saul, they are not only 
relinquishing all claims to kingship for the house of Saul 
M 
but are affirming those of the house of David. 
With 19: 42ff, the revolt of the northern tribes, 
tension enters the narrative again. There is an "almost but 
not yet" element which finds fuller development in the Sheba 
episode (20: lff). This episode is a natural development of 
19: 42-43, which reports the conflict between '? K*? and 
, -Trwj? about David's return, It seems however that 
the revolt of Sheba is presented as a much less serious threat 
than that of Absalom. This is achieved in a number of ways. 
Firstly Sheba, is described as which right away 
seems to introduce an element of unimportance into any activity 
that may be associated with him. Secondly his description as 
a Benjaminite ( "; "ý? Z; "'ý) (vs. 1), reintroduces the claims of 
the house of Saul which have already been settled with ' 
Mephibosheth's and Shimeils expression of allegiance to the 
house of David (19: 16-30). But the words put into Sheba's 
mouth in 20: 1b, still raises questions about the Davidic claims 
to the North. It is highly possible that the revolt of Sheba 
also functions as an anticipation of the revolt of the North 
under Jeroboam (cf. I Kings 12). 
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A third way in which the gravity of the Sheba revolt 
is played down is by having David return to Jerusalem to put 
his house in order before dealing with the revolt. David's 
re-establishment of his power in Jerusalem is symbolized by 
his taking control of his harem (vs. 3). The removal of his 
concubines from 'active service' constitutes the removal of 
all 'contaminated elements' from any active participation in 
the promised dynasty. The very presence of David in Jerusalem 
is therefore to be understood as a return to normality and 
indeed a reaffirmation of the promised dynasty. This is clearly 
21 
demonstrated by the placing of another list of David's 
officials (cf-8: 15-18) at the end of the unit (20: 23-26). 
This list'. which Hertzberg thinks represents a development 
of organization beyond 18: 15-18, may be the narrator's method 
of affirming that David'S- position after the turmoil of chs. 
95 15-20, is even stronger. than before. 
Unit IV (I Kings 1-2). 






David is very old and has not yet 
appointed an heir (1: Iff). 
There is an intense power struggle 
within the royal household (1: 5ff). 
David names Solomon as his heir 
(1: 32ff). 
Solomon removes all those who con- 
stitute possible threats to his' 
power (2: lff). 
I Kings 1-2 seem to gather dp all the areas of 
conflict that we have identified within units I to III. 
(a) David is once more in a very vulnerable position under 
the bewitching influence of Bathsheba (1: llff cf. 
unit I: II Sam. 11-12). 
(b) There is conflict between two of David's sons (Solomon 
and Adonijah) caused by a request of Adonijah for an 
illegitimate union with a woman within the royal 
household (2: 13-25; cf. unit II : II Sam. 13-14). 
(c) One of David's sons (Adonijah) attempts to acquire. 
kingship by illegitimate means, i. e. by replacing 
his-father David (1: 5ff; cf. Unit III : II Sam. 15-19 
(20)). 
These chapters now provide thecontext in which the final 
scene of the drama of the promised dynasty is played out. As 
in other sections of the Succession story there is what can 
only be termed a 'divine detachment' that allows human forces 
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to control the centre stageP6. But as in the othgr 4nitss 
the end result is a strengthening of the claims of the 
Davidic dynasty. 
The unit begins with a report on the poor state 
of David. He is not only old but has also lost his sexual 
prowess (1: 1-4). The state of David as here reported ia a 
direct contrast to his state in II Sam. 11-12. Indeed there 
seems to be a complete. reversal Whereas in II Sam. 11 David 
enquires after Bathsheba and sends his messengers to take 
her (vs. 3), in I Kings 1: 2 his servants are the ones who seek 
out the woman C 1'71113 1-1 3) for David. The narrator in Ir Z 
I Kings 1: 1-4 is very clear in stating that David had no 
sexual relationship with Abishag, but it is his relationship 
with Bathsheba that is the very core of II Sam. 11-12. 
The crucial role given to Bathsheba in the 
exploitation of David's vulnerability has been pointed out by 
several scholars. 
97 As in II Sam. 11-12 she seems to exploit 
David's vulnerability once again. On this occasion her 
actions are still crucial to the coming into being of the 
promised dynasty since it concerns a decision about who should 
succeed David as king. By forcing David to declare Solomon 
as heir instead of Adonijah, who assumes the status of the 
legitimate heir, 98 Bathsheba draws David into another act 
that creates tensions for the dynastic promise. 
The naming of Solomon as heir is preceded by a 
short pericope about the attempts of Adonijah to secure the 
kingship (vss-5-10). This pericope keeps alive the question 
of how the kingdom is to be transferred from David to his sons. 
Will it be by the illegitimate seizing of power by one of his 
sons, or by David's designation of his heir? The narrator 
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tilts the opinion of the reader away from Adonijah by the 
introduction in 1: 5-8. Tirst we are told of Adonijah's 
ambitions 
157 ZK ') 
(, vs . 5a) 
Noth has pointed out that the above phrase depicts Adonijah 
as being presumptuous (tLberhebl_icb). 
99 The description of 
Adonijah can be contrasted with that of David. The latter's 
attitude towards Adonijah is described in terms of fatherly 
latitude (vs. 6a), which recalls his relationship iqith 
Absalom (cf. II Sam. 14-15: 6). Adonijah like Absalom is 
presented as being willing to expl6it one of the vulnerable 
aspects of his father's character, I his love for his children. 
100 
The element of threat is strengthened in the 
narrative'by having leading members of David's entourage lend 
their support to Adonijah. By placing Joab and Abiathar in 
the camp of Adonijah (vs-7) and aligning Zadok,, Benaiah and 
David's mighty men with the group that did not support him 
(vs. 8), the narrator is declaring that the stability of'the 
Davidic kingdom that existed at the end of Absalom's rebellion 
(cf. 20: 23-26) is-now threatened. 
The threat to the Davidic dynasty which seems to 
be pointing to its self-destruction is 
a series of actions, which we treat as 
Davidic 'dynasty. The first is David's 
spite of the reported pressure that is 
David by members of his entourage, the 
should succeed him'as king is credited 
alone". 101 He is still in control of 
slowly dissipated by 
reaffirmations of the 
naming of Solomon. In 
brought to bear upon 
decision about who 
to "David and David 
the kingdom, and ensures 
2,19 
the continuation of his dynasty and indeed th@ 
of the promise of'II Sam-7. 
The handing over of the kingdom to Solomon produces 
a reac'tion in Adonijah's camp which constitu , tes*'further 
dissipation of the threat hanging over the Davidic dynasty. 
Adonijah's reaction is one of fear (vs-50) a theme 
which cleverly turns into an 'asset' for Solomon who 
expresses magnanimity towards his rival (vss-51-53). This 
goes a long way to convince the reader that David's choice 
of heir is the right choice. The link with the promise of 
II Sam. 7 is cemented, and the true significance of Solomon's 
. 
1"I? becomes apparent. name. W, . 
The negative attitudes that Solomon's removal of 
his rivals could produce in the reader's mind are significantly 
neutralized by presenting them as the last request of the 
dying David (I Kings 2: 1-9). That these removals are also 
presented as the legitimate exercising of blood guilt, 
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exonerates both David and Solomon. Solomon therefore 
receives a kingdom free of all the elements that could jeop- 
ardize the continuation of the Davidic dynasty and consequently 
the fulfilment of the promise of II Sam-7. The removal of 
Adonijah, which falls, outside the, area of blood guilt., is 
still presented in-a manner to remove blame from Solomon. 
It is Ad6nijah who attempts, with the aid of Bathsheba, to 
renew his claims to the throne by asking for Abishag as his 
wife (2: 13ff). His death is therefore to be understood as 
just punishment for the new threat he posed to the Davidic 
dynasty. 
This final unit like the previous three ends up 
on a strong note of reaffirmation. Solomon, the one chosen 
9,1 p 
by David and indeed by Yahweh (cf. Ij Sam-7: 12ff), 13 firmly 
established as king and the continuation of the Davidie line 
as well as the fulfilment of the dynastic promise of II Sam-7 
are assured. Yahweh has kept his promise to David. 
The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
Affirmation The Ark represents Yahweh's power 
and presence in Israel (II Sam. 6: 1-19) 
Reaffirmation The Ark is the ancient symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence (7: 1-7) 
Threat /Reaf f irmat ion 
Threat The Ark is in danger of being taken 
away from Jerusalem its. legitimate 
resting place into exile with David 
(15: 24) 
Reaffirmation The Ark is sent back to Jerusalem 
and is not exposed to the dangers and 
uncertainties facing David and his 
entourage on the run from Absalom 
(15: 29). 
The sudden appearance of the Ark in II Sam. 15: 24-29 
may at first seem odd in a narrative describing David's loss 
of power and his flight from Jerusalem. When,, however, one 
recalls the close relationship that has been forged between 
the Ark and the Davidic dynasty in II Sam. 6 and 7, the reason 
for its appearance in-15: 24-29 soon becomes apparent. The 
link between dynasty and Ark continues even when the former 
is under severe-threat. 
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The movement of the Ark from Jerusalem is an 
involuntary act brought about by the revolt of Absalom. It 
is caught in the power struggle between David and his heir 
and its future seems to be closely bound up with the outcome 
of this struggle. Its future like that of David is therefore 
UP 
very'uncertain., and the words of David to Ittai in I§i? gq 
describing his own future as one of great uncertainty, can 
also be a good description of that of the Ark, if it went 
away from Jerusalem with David. The Ark will indeed be 
thrust back into a period, 104 reversing David's 
great act of moving the. Ark from obscurity into a leading role 
in the Jerusalem cult (cf. II Sam. 6: lff). 
The Ark is saved from this uncertain and potentially 
disastrous future by returning to Jerusalem. Ironically, it 
is Jerusalem that is soon to be taken over by David's enemies 
that is regarded as more secure for the Ark than presence 
with David and his party. Undoubtedly, the Ark-Jerusalem 
link is operative here. Jerusalem still symbolizes security 
as the legitimate resting place of the Ark, in spite of 
David's departure and Absalom's imminent control. 
The attitude of David towards the Ark can be 
treated as a reaffirmation of its great cultic significance. 
That David's seeing of the Ark again can be a sign of Yahweh's 
favour (vs. 25). points to the function of the Ark as a symbol 
of Yahweh's favour. 
105 Its return to Jerusalem can be inter- 
preted as a foretaste of David's own return to his city, and 
the return of the nation to stability. The Ark stands as 
a symbol of stabýility and surety in a situation of chaos and 
uncertainty. It hints at the role played by Yahweh in the 
situation that seems to indicate his absence. 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Affirmation Jerusalem, the resting place of the 
Ark, is the place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult (II Sam. 6: 16-19) 
2191 
Reaffirmation The cult of Jerusalem will be 
strengthened by the building of a 
temple to house the Ark (Yahweh) 
(7: 12-13) 
Threat/Reaffirmation 
Threat Jerusalem is threatened by pestil- 
ence and is about to be destroyed 
by the angel of Yahweh (II Sam. 24: 
15-16a) 
Reaf f irmat ion 
First Element 
Second Element 
The city is spared by Yahweh (vs. 16b) 
David buys the threshing floor of 
Araunah, the site of the future 
temple, and builds an altar to 
Yahweh (vss. 18ff). 
The threatened destruction of Jerusalem comes as 
a direct consequence of David's sin ( IIKTU ), i. e. his num- 
bering of the people (vs. 10). Why David's census should be 
regarded as a sin is not stated explicitly in the narrative. 
What is more it was Yahweh who incited 11PIr') David to 
carry out the census (vs. 1). von Rad is of the opinion that 
the census served a military purpose and probably 
provided the basis for a reform in the army. 106 This position 
seems to be based on the presupposition that we are here 
dealing with a report of an actual historical event. 'But are 
we? 
If II Sam. 24 3"s "the' -, CLPý5 >, 6-fc)5 of the Jerusalem 
sanctuary, accounting for its presence on a former Canaanite 
cultic site., 107 then the census material in the chapter seems 
to form little more than background for the story about the 
sanctuary. It provides the basis for the threat against the 
city which leads into the primary concern of the narrative, 
the existence of the Jerusalem'sanctuary. 
2ý RI ? 
The responsibility for the threatened destruction 
of the city seems to move from-the indirect responsibility 
of Yahweh who incites David to carry out the census (vs. 1) 
and rests on David who'recognizes- his action as a sin against 
Yahweh, and chooses the punishment (vss. 10-14). David's 
confession , -tp 't z77 -VK in InKun (vs. 10) recalls that .r*. * -, 1. .7 Ir 
of 12: i3a, 
108 
and serves, the similar fdnetion of returning 
David to favour after his PKqn It places certain 
limitations on the punishment that can be meted out to David, 
and opens the way for the 'choice' motif in vss. 12-14. 
The punishment by Yahweh (VS. 15f), provides the 
immediate context for the narrator to stress the cultic 
significance of Jerusalem, 
109 This is achieved through our 
first element of reaffirmation_,, the city's escape from, 
pestilence and destruction. The dramatic significance of the 
escape is emphasized in two ways. Firstly, by having the 
pestilence engulf most of Israel (from Dan to Beersheba vs-15) 
with the exception of Jerusalem, which seems to imply the 
special status of Jerusalem. Secondly., there is the dramatic 
intervention of Yahweh at the 'eleventh hour' to save 
Jerusalem. This introduces the theme of the special relation- 
ship between Yahweh and the city which is captured in the 
phrase, nin? Onjil ... (vs. 16). Although n 
can refer to the pestilence of vs-15, in another 
sense It can also apply to Yahweh's intention to destroy 
Jerusalem. Yahweh's repentance of evil is a motif found in 
some sections of the prophetic material, and is closely linked 
to another motif, that of Yahwehts compassion. 
110 
vs. 16 
claims that', compassion is a crucial factor in the Yahweh- 
Jerusalem relationship. 
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The second element of reaffirmation, David's pur- 
chase of the thr. eshfloor of Araunah to build an altar to 
Yahweh, adds a new dimension to the cultic status of Jerusalem. 
It now-becomes the place where Yahweh is worshipped on a 
special site. This site which is none other than the site of 
the temple,, 111 symbolises, as does the presence of the ark, 
Yahweh's permanent residence in Jerusalem. 
The command to build the altar is direct and 
precise : 
(VS. l8b) 
Fuss treats this verse as part of an older altar aetiology 
112 
which has been. incorporated, into the material of ch. 24. 
But as Carlson has pointed oUt.,, it is difficult to separate 
the chapter into older and later material given its 
present shape. 113 The real significance of vs. 18b, as it 
now stands in the narrative, is the giving of divine sanction 
for the transformation of an ancient Canaanite cultic site- 
into a sanctuary for Yahweh. It therefore functions as a 
polemic against Canaanite religion as well. 
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That the building of the altar on the threshing 
floor averts the destruction of Jerusalem and brings an end 
to the pestilence (vs. 25j, brings the 'threat-salvation' motif 
to the fore once more. The chapter therefore highlights this 
theme that is at, work in the Succession story and also in 
chs. 21-23. Indeed, the content of these chapters not only 
seem to revolve around this theme, but can also-function as 
a good precursor to ch. 24. 
The 'threat-salvation' motif in chs. 21-24 moves from 
the story of the famine in ch. 21: 1-14, through a series of 
224 
threats-to David and his subsequent rescue from each (21115=PaIM, 
to the threat to Jerusalem and I srael and their'experience of 
salvation through David's building of-an altar (24: lff). 
The story of ch. 24 supports-the idea of a close relation- 
ship between the salvation of the naiion and the Jerusalem cult. 
But the building of an altar by David emphasises the nature of this 
cult. It is that which is to be found in Yahweh's chosen city 
of Jerusalem, established by his specially elected king, David. 
David and Jerusalem constitute the twin criteria of cultic legi- 
timacy. 
The Jerusalem cult thus becomes a channel of Salvation. 
It is a channel which is crucial for the experiences of the nation. 
That the establishment of the cult, i. e., the building of an altar, 
can avert destruction (24: 18ff), seems to suggest that the removal 
of, 'or even violation of this cult, can put in motion the process 
of destruction once more. 
The story of the pestilence can be interpreted as a 
reflection on this process. It not only reflects'on what is ne'ces- 
sary for the avoidance of destruction, but also on the real possi- 
bility of a king bringing destruction to the nation. That the 
king in the story is David may suggest that not even David is 
immune from sowing the seeds of destruction. And this probably 
reflects a conviction'that kingship, even through its best 
representative David, paves the way to disaster. 
It would seem therefore that if the story of II Sam. 24 
re-emphasises the Jerusalem cult as Israel's legitimate cult, 
initiated by Yahweh himself, the story also wrestles with the 
saving power invested in this cult. It is the type of power which 
can bring salvation to the nation. Jerusalem emerges from the 
story not only as the place of the legitimate Yahweh cult, but 
also the place from where Yahweh's salvation radiates to the 
entire nation. 
A0§ 
4. Fivetommon themes of I Kings 14 
and'II Sam. 9-20; ' I Kings 1-2/Il 
Sam. 24, that affect the two royal 
models of disfavour (Jeroboam) and 
favour (David) 
In this final section we turn our attention once 
more to a number of common themes that function in the 
Jeroboam and Davidic material to create these two kings into 
contrasting models of kingshiP. We shall now discuss this 
thematic interaction under the three broader themes of 
"Dynasty"., "The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power 
and presence" and "The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult". 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
First theme: 
Disguise/Disclosure 
Jeroboam sends his wife in 
disguii-e to Ahijah to 
enquire about the welfare 
of his sick child. 116, She 
is exposed by the prophet 
who responds with a threat. 
(14: 1ff) 
David attempts to 'disguise' 
T'Fo-ver up) his illegitimate 
relationship with Bathsheba 
through marriage. He is 
exposed by Nathan who respon ds 
with a threat/promise. 
(11: 27; 12: lff) 
The twin motif of disguise/disclosure is a fairly 
popular one in the narrative material of the Old Testament. 
It can be-found in the story of Judah and Tamar (Gen-38), the 
Joseph story (Gen. 42-45). and in the story about David and the 
wise woman of Tekoa, (II Sam. 14: 1-20). In I Kings 14, it 
functions to sustain an element of disfavour in the Jeroboam 
material. It is Jeroboam who orders his wife to disguise her 
identity and so attempts to secure prophetic knowledge on 
'false pretences' (vs. 2a). Vs. 2b introduces a contrast between 
Po 
a 
the good, news once given to Jeroboam'by Ahijah (I1j3QVV), a 
sign of the good relationship between king and prophet, and 
the deceptive means by which the king is about to extract 
news from the prophet. This contrast heightens the element 
of disfavour. 
The motif of 4isguise in the Davidic material 
(II Sam. 11-12) consists of a number of threads. These 
include David's futile attempts to get Uriah to go to his 
house so that David's child may pass for his own (11: 6-13); 
Uriah's death which allows David to take Bathsheba as his 
wife and so conceal his illegitimate actions (11: 27), and 
Nathan's parable which is a 'disguised' account of David's 
actions (12: 1-5). These three merge to introduce an element 
of disfavour into the Davidic material. The motif performs 
the same function as in the Jeroboam material. 
When we move to the second part of the motif, 
"Disclosure", we at once detect a parting of the two models. 
In the Jeroboam material, the disclosure is done solely by 
the prophet with no involvement by Jeroboam's wife who 
undoubtedly functions in the narrative as his representative. 
She, and so Jeroboam, is given a very passive role in the 
disclosure process. In contrast David is given a very active 
role, through which the narrator is able to credit him with 
a measure of favour. He takes the side of the poor man of 
Nathan's parable demanding justice for the poor man and 
punishment for the rich man who wronged him. That David is 
117 himself the rich man, does not in any way remove the 
small element of favour that is reflected in his demand for 
justice. 
The small element of favour is somewhat magnified 
RPAV 
in David's confession of guilt (12: 13). This dimension of 
the Yahweh-king relationship is conspicuously absent from 
the'Jeroboam material. jeroboam does not speak after the 
words of vss. 2-3 and there is no reported response to the 
prophetic threat as there is in the Davidic material. 
Whereas the disclosure orf Jeroboam's wife leads into a 
sustained threat (vss. 6ff), Nathan's exposure of David's 
scheme leads to a threat that is tempered with an element 
of hope (salvation) (vs. 13b). In spite of the disguise and 
the threat, David still remains the royal model of favour. 
Jeroboam continues to be the model of disfavour. 
Second theme 
The sickness and death of the king's child 
Jeroboam responds to his 
child's Sickness with an 
act of deception. The 
child's death is a 
surety of the destruct- 
ion of Jeroboam's 
dynasty (vs. 1,12-13) 
David responds to his child's 
sl-c-Tniess with. acts of piety. The 
child's death is a sign of Yahweh's 
judgement, but also of his promise 
that David will not die, i. e. his 
house will continue (vs-13f) 
Under this theme the two kings stand once more as 
contrasting models of kingship. We have discussed above the 
role of the deception (disguise) motif in shaping Jeroboam 
into a model of disfavour. When viewed as his response to 
the sickpess of his child, it sharpens the contrast between 
Jeroboam and David. David's response of piety serves to 
strengthen the Davidic model of favour, by placing him in a 
close relationship with Yahweh, whereas Jeroboam's response 
of deception implies a faulty relationship between him and 
Yahweh. 
The death of the king's child is equated with 
PPA 
salvation as well as judgement in each block of material.. 
There is however. a significant difference in the way the 
salvation, and judgement-themes function in relationship to 
the two kings and the death of thqir child. In the 
Jeroboam material., the death of the child is a symbol of his 
salvation and the judgement of his father (vss. 12-13). The 
child is described as being ollsl'5-17; ý Micto separate him r.. 
from Jeroboam and his house. Ironically, death brings 
salvation to the child since-it saves him from the catastrophe 
that is about to fall upon his-father's dynasty. Death 
(salvation) is an'escape from judgement. . 
Death-can also be interpreted as an escape from 
judgement in the Davidic material,, but here the death'of 
David's child represents David's own escape from judgement 
rather than that of the child. ' The child bears part-of the 
divine judgement in a way that Jeroboam's childý-does not 
(vs. 14b). If in Jeroboam's case the child through death is-- 
able to escape the consequences of the tsins of the father', 
with David, the child by his death bears the 'sins of the 
father'. The narrator of I Kings 14 presents death as a 
state to be preferred to the consequences of the sin of 
Jeroboam. On the other hand, the narrator of II Sam. 12 
suggests that life for David is to be preferred to death, 
despite any consequences of his sin he may have to 
experience. Life for David means above all other things, 
an indication of divine favour. For Jeroboam it represents 
a march to divine judgement, a sure sign of divine disfavour. 
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Third theme 
Dynastic d6stiny : Thethreatto the kiiig's house by 
another royal figure whom Yahweh will raise up 
Jeroboam's house will be ' David's house will be threatened 
cut off Fy a king whom 'By -the one (evil) whom Yahweh 
Yahweh will raise up. will raise up from within it. 
(vs. 14) (12: 11) 
The fate of the house of Jeroboam as expressed 
here is similar to that of 13: 34. On this occasion, a human 
agent is to be instrumental in bringing about the divine 
judgement upon Jeroboam's house. It is Yahweh who will 
appoint a '7K-fZ1'1-'27 J*Z) whose task will be to bring 
upon-the-house of Jeroboam the consequences of its founder's 
sin. Just as the rise of Jeroboam was through the initiative 
of Yahweh (cf. 11: 29ff) so his downfall will be brought about 
by Yahweh's appointment of an 'instrument of destruction'. 
If the former indicates some measure of divine favour, the 
latter emphasizes the extent to which Jeroboam has moved away 
from his ori ginal position to become a model of divine 
disfavour. 
Although the house of David like that of Jeroboam 
will come under threat from another royal figure, the content 
of the two threats seems to indicate that the one against the 
Davidic house is less severe. The house of Jeroboam, we are 
told, will be ? cut off' whereas the threat against 
the Davidic house is expressed in terms of the 'raising up 
of evil The words used for 
Jeroboam contain connotations of finality which are absent 
from the threat against the Davidic house. Within the 
Davidic house there will be domestic (dynastic) strife and 
turmoil rather than total dynastic destruction. 
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The clear distinction in the content of the 
threats against the two kings is related to the models of 
kingship they represent. With David the model of favour, 
room is left for some hope after the nn has come against 
his house. With Jeroboam, there is no such room for hope. 
His house is destined foi total destruction. 
B. The legitimat6'representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence -, 
Fourth theme: 
The symbols of Yahweh's power and presence 
Jeroboam makes for himself David shows great reverence 
other gods and molten. foF--the Ark and refuses to 
images (vs. 9). take it away from Jerusalem 
into exile (15: 24-29. 
We have seen in our analysis so far what a 
crucial role is played by the Ark and the calves of Dan and 
Bethel in the creation of the two royal models. We are once. 
more reminded of Jeroboam's mun of 12: 26-27. In the 
final stage of the creation of the royal model of disfavour, 
the most important act that influenced the creation of the 
model, i. e. Jeroboam's making of the two calves, is brought 
back to the fore. The reader is not allowed to forget 
Jeroboam's rejection of the legitimate representation of 
Yahweh's power and presence, the Ark in Jerusalem. 
Da, ýidls reverence for the Ark automatically places 
him on the opposite side to Jeroboam. Several scholars have 
correctly pointed out that II Sam. 15: 24-29 represents a 
'positive' side to the presentation of David in the 
Succession storyP8 The positive nature of the pericope 
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is largely achieved through David's refusal to OXPO§e the 
Ark to his own uncertain future. 119' He is. therefore 
credited with attributing to the Ark an importance far 
greater'than his own. Its security is of more importance 
than that of his-entourage. The attitudes here credited to 
David are the direct opposite to those attributed to 
Jeroboam before the creation of the calves. This act is 
presented as one prompted from fear for his own security, 
aimed at maintaining his control of his people (12: 26-28). 
Jeroboam and David are therefore presented as 
champions of two opposite and conflicting representations of 
Yahwehts power and presence. David is the one who reaffirms 
that the Ark is to be revered and this reaffirms his own 
status of a royal model of favour. Jeroboam as the one who 
not only rejects the Ark but provides an illegitimate sub- 
stitute, namely his calves, affirms his status as a model of 
disfavour. 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
Fifth theme 
The kinz's alleýziance to the Yahweh cult at Jerusalem 
Jeroboam unlike David has 
not kept Yahweh's commands, 
and has not followed him 
with all his heart ... but has least Yahweh behind his back 
(vss. 8b-9) 
David buys the threshing floor 
o? -Tr-aunah in Jerusalem and 
builds there an altar for 
Yahweh (II Sam. 24: 18ff) 
As pointed out earlier, the David with whom Jero- 
boam is being compared here is the idealised David uf I& II 
Kings and to a lesser extent, of SDR. 
120 Given the fact that 
the important accusation against Jeroboam concerns hi's 
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abandonment of Jerusalem and his establishment of rival shrines 
(I Kings 12: 26-28), the commands which he is accused of breaking 
would include the prohibition against images, as well as the 
requirement to worship at Jerusalem only. 
121 The latter is pro, 
bably implied in the accusationthat Jeroboam cast Yahweh behind 
his back-(vs. 9). This accusation recalls the words of Jeroboam in 
12: 28. 
We can contrast Jeroboam, who has not kept Yahweh's 
commands and rejects Jerusalem, with David who obeys a directive 
of Yahweh and acquires a cultic site for Yahweh in Jerusalem. The 
purchase of the threshing floor of Araunah creates another contrast 
between David and Jeroboam. This transaction seems to suggest 
that David acquires for Yahweh what once belonged to another god 
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On the other handp Jeroboam not only rejects this very site through 
his rejection of Jerusalem, but his establishment of the bull- 
shrines of Dan and Bethel can be interpreted as giving to another 
god, the type of allegiance that belongs exclusively to Yahweh. 
David, the one who is depicted as laying the foundation 
for the establishment of the Jerusalem cult, is created into a 
model of favour. This is largely achieved by making him the 
indispensable element in the process which led to the establish- 
ment and the consolidation of the Yahweh cult in Jerusalem. In 
contrast, Jeroboam who rejects the same cultic site for which 
David is made reponsible, is the royal model of disfavour. 
In keeping with the pattern adopted in chapters two and 
three, we shall now set out the thematic interaction of the two 
royal models. This will be done within the context of the 
'Threats' (model of disfavour) and 'Threats - Reaffirmation' 
(model of favour) which occur in this stage of the development 
of the models. 
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Model of disfavour 
Threat 
A. Israel's legitimate: dynasty 
Yahweh will bring evil upon 
the house of Jeroboam ...... 
and will raise up a king who 
will cut off the house of 




Jeroboam sends his wife in 
disguise to Ahijah the pro- 
phet. She is exposed by the 
prophet who responds with a 
threat (I Kings 14: lff). 
Second Theme 
Model lpf taypigr 
ThreatlReaffirmation 
There is murder and revolt 
within the Davidic house, 
but David regains control 
and is able to hand over, 
his kingdom to Solomon 
(II Sam. 11-20; I Kings 1-2). 
David tries to 'disguise' 
Tc-over-up) his'illegitimate 
relationship with Bathsheba 
through marriage. He is 
exposed by Nathan who 
responds with a threat/pro- 
mise (II Sam. 11: 27-12: 1). 
The sickness and death of the king's child 
Jeroboam responds to his 
child's sickness with an 
act of deception. The 
child's death is a surety 
of the destruction of 
Jeroboam's kingdom (I Kings 
14: 1v12-13). 
Third Theme 
David responds to his 
child's sickness with acts 
of piety. The child's 
death is a sign of Yahweh's 
judgement, but also his 
promise that David will not 
die, i. e., his house will 
continue (II Sam. 12: 13ff),. 
Dynastic destiny: The threat to the 
king's house by another royal figure 
whom Yahweh will raise up. 
Jeroboam's house will be David's house will be 
cut off by a king whom threa"fened by the evil 
Yahweh will raise up (i. e., a person) raised 
(I Kings 14: 14). up by Yahweh (II Sam. 12: 11). 
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B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence I 
Jeroboam has made other gods The Ark is in danger of 
and molten images (I Kings being taken away from 
14: 90. Jerusalem into exile 
with David. It is sent 
back to Jerusalem and- 
is saved from the dangers 
and uncertainties facing 
David (II Sam. 15: 24-29). 
Fourth Theme 
The symbols of Yahweh's power and presence 
C. 
Jeroboam rejects the Ark 
and makes other represen- 
tations of Yahweh's power 
and presence (I Kings 14: 
David shows great reverence 
for the Ark and refuses 
to take it awayýfrom 
Jerusalem into exile 
(II Sam. 15: 24-29). 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
All Israel will'go into 
exile because of the 
"sin of Jeroboam which 
be made Israel to sin, 11 
i. e., Bethel and Dan will 
be deprived of a worshipping 
community (I Kings 14: 15-16). 
Jerusalem is threatened 
by pestilence and is about 
to be destroyed by an 
angel of Yahweh. The city 
is spared from destruction 
and David purchases a 
site for the Yahweh cult 
in Jerusalem (II Sam. 24: 
15ff). 
Fiftb Tbeme 
The king's allegiance to the Yahweh 
cult at Jerusalem 
Jeroboam unlike David, has David obeys a directive of 
not kept Yahweh's commandsp Yahweh, buys the threshing 
and has not followed him floor of Araunah, and 
with all his heart .... but builds there an altar for has cast Yahweh behind his Yahweh (II Sam. 24: 18ff). 
back (I Kings 14: 8b-9). 
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5. The Prototypes of Disfavour (Jeroboam) and Favour ýDavid) as 
Explanations and Interpretations of the National Experience. 
The models of kingship created around Jeroboam and 
Davidq seem to address as well as provide some answers to 
some of the complex theological and historical questions arising 
from the traditions of thetwo eras. The similarity of the 
models in the first stage (SJR and SDR), can largely be accounted 
for by the basic question being addressed: What accounted 
for the rise of the dynasties of Jeroboam and David? The 
secession of the North and the replacement of the house of 
Saul by the house of David constitute the two events for which 
some answers are sought in our first stage. 
The basis upon which these answers are largely con- 
structed is the theme which can be termed 'the sin of the 
predecessor. ' The sin of Solomon (I Kings 11: 1ff) and that 
of Saul (I Sam. 15: 9ff) constitute the first literary/theological 
plank used in the construction of the two models. The negative 
images of Solomon and Saul provide the literary/theological* 
material which is, used in the creation of the prototypes 
Jeroboam and David. 
It may be of some significance that Israel's relation- 
ship with other nations is an important factor at this stage 
of the development of the two models. It is the negative 
side of this relationship which is stressed in reporting the 
rise of the prototypes. Thus Solomon's flirtation with foreign 
women and their cults, and Saul's refusal to berem Amalek 
are cited as meriting Yahweh's raising up of rival kings. 
The kingship of the two prototypes is credited to 
the initiative of Yahweh. But this initiative is not only 
"o 
reflected in the raising up of the new kings, but also in 
the punishment of Solomon and Saul for their unacceptable 
relationships with other nations. Yahweh's judgement and 
the eleva: tionof the prototypes to kingship become juxtaposed 
in the first stage of their development. Disfavour thus 
becomes the matrix out of. which Jeroboam and David emerge 
in favourable light. At the same time their emergence carry 
profound implications for the nation. The future experiences 
of the nation are linked to the'kingship of these two kings. 
The questions relating to the emergence of the dynasties 
of Jeroboam and David are carried over into the second stage 
of the development of the models. They are however related 
to the concerns of the second stage. These are concerns about 
the legitimacy of the rival national shrines at Jerusalem 
in the South and Dan and Bethel in the North. The second 
stage creates the merger of dynastic and cultic concerns. 
It is upon this merger that the dramatic divergence of the 
models in-this stage is largely built. 
The merger of these concerns (themes) stands in 
direct contrast to the dramatic divergence of the models. 
The divergence is created through what can be termed a curse/ 
blessing cultic factor. Jeroboam's rejection of the Jerusalem 
shrine and_his establishment of the national shrines in the 
North (I Kings 12: 26ff), becomes the curse factor which permeates 
his dynasty and the kingship of the North. The element of 
favour attached to Jeroboam in the first stage now gives way 
to a strong element of disfavour. 
This element of disfavour is articulated primarily 
in terms of the creation of two bull symbols and their installa- 
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tion at Dan and Bethel. That Jeroboam is credited with thdse 
feats creates himin the context of the conviction about the 
exclusive legitimacy of the Jerusalem shriney into the quin- 
tessence of the element of disfavour. The supreme cultic 
act of cultic apostasy creates Jeroboam into the representative 
par excellence of the model of disfavour. 
A similar type of interpretation is at work in the 
Davidic material. Just as the conviction, of the exclusive 
cultic legitimacy of-the Jerusalem cult automatically transforms 
Jeroboam's establishment of the rival northern shrines as 
the crucial factor identifying him as a representative of 
the model of disfavour, David's establishment of the Ark shrine 
in Jerusalem becomes a strong indicator of his favourable 
status. Thus the cultic status of the Ark which is clearly 
to be understood as the only legitimate representation of 
Yahweh's power and presence, is translated into dynastic legiti- 
macy and projected onto David. His taking of the Ark to 
Jerusalem and its installation there, provides the context 
for the affirmation of Davidic dynastic claims (II Sam. 6). 
Convictions about the cultic status of the Ark merge with 
those about the cultic status of Jerusalem and the dynastic 
claims of the Davidic house. 
The tension emerging from what were probably similar 
cultic claims for the Ark in Jerusalem and the bull symbols 
of the North on one hand, and the related claims of the cultic 
status of Jerýsalem and Bethel (and Dan? ) on the other, function 
to sharpen the two contrasting models emerging in this second 
stage. The identification of the models with the initial 
I 
cultic. acts which become determinative for the future of dynastyt 
I 
cult and nation, introduces into the models at this second 
stage the close link between kingship cult and history, 
It is however in the third stage that this link 
is taken to the level at which kingship begins to function 
as an interpretation of national experience. Jeroboam's 
creation ofnational shrines is interpreted in terms of the 
loss of dynasty (I Kings 13: 34) and national shrine (13: lff). 
Jeroboam becomes the one who cancels the future. This negative 
destructive force becomes one of the important characteristics 
of the model of disfavour. The prototype Jeroboam is credited 
with initiating the destructive power that can have no curtail- 
ment in history. 
This understanding of the negative force initiated 
by Jeroboam, is in direct contrast to the positive force initiated 
by David. As Jeroboam's actions place great constraints upon 
the future of the North, David's seem to unlock an endless 
future. The threat that Jeroboam's house will be cut off 
(I Kings 13: 34), and the shrine of Bethel will be destroyed 
(13: 1ff), can be placed alongside the promise that David's 
dynasty will last forever and the status of the Jerusalem 
cult will reach unprecedented heights (II Sam. 7: 5ff). 
The close relationship that is created between David 
and the Ark in II Sam. 6, gives way to a similar relationship 
between David and the temple. This relationship between David 
and the institution whose presence came to be understood as 
being crucial. for the present and future of Israel, constitutes 
one of the most powerful elements in the creation of David 
into a model of favour. It helps to create David into a deter- 
minative factor in the flow and the outcome of the history 
of the nation. 
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It is also in this third stage that we encountor 
what seems to be some wrestling with the relationship between 
kingship and disaster4 This interpretation of kingship which 
surfaces in the so-called anti-monarchical source on the origin 
of kingship (I Sam. 8; 10: 17-27a; 12: 1-'25; cf. 15), and in the 
first stage through the 'sin of the predecessor, ' is now sharpened 
by making the acts of the king directly responsible for disaster. 
Jeroboam becomes the one responsible for the introduction 
of disaster into the national experience, even if this is 
restricted to the destruction of his dynasty (I Kings 13: 34) 
and the national shrine (13: 1ff). The model of disfavour 
becomes an explanation for and an interpretationofthe more 
unpleasant expeýriencejof history. 
One can compare and contrast the king/act: disaster 
cycle of the Jeroboam material which produces the model of 
disfavour, with the king/act: salvation cycle of the Davidic 
material of this stage. Disaster and salvation emerge as 
being the fruits of the models of disfavour and favour respectively. 
They become the chasm seperating the models, and function as 
explanation and interpretation of the experiences of the king- 
doms. 
It is however in the fourth stage of the development 
of the models that this response, to the experiences of the 
nation begin to take shape. The answers to these experiences 
are integrated into the models of kingship so that the models 
become explanations of the contrasting experiences of the 
nation. The destruction ofthe Jeroboam dynasty and the Assyrian 
conquest of the northern kingdom all find their explanation 
in the model of disfavour created around Jeroboam. 
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In the Davidic material of this stage, ýh@r@ J§ 
a deep wrestling with some of the perplexing national experi- 
ences. There is an attempt to reconcile the problems of the 
Davidic householdg problems which become more acute in the 
context of II Sam. 7. At one level these problems are articulated 
in terms of the sin/judgement relationship. The crisis faced 
by the nationis simply the consequences of sin. The revolt 
of Absalom becomes the direct consequence of David's sin and 
brings chaos and destruction to the nation. 
At another level, the revolt of Absalom can be under- 
stood primarily as a historical event which constitutes a 
serious threat to the 'stability of 
the nation. Thenation 
moulded, by David is threatened with disintegration. The threat 
no doubt was the direct result of the power struggles within 
the Davidic household. The inherent problems of power and 
control were at work. 
These two levels merge in the Davidic material. 
The revolt becomes not only the consequence of sin but a bitter 
national experience. But the failure of the. revolt like David's 
reprieve, from the sentence of death, (II, Sam. 12: 13), function 
as an indicationof David's special relationship with Yahweh. 
The model of favour it would seem,. attempts to come to grips 
with some of the more unpleasant, experiences of the nation 
without ever loosing sight of the hope attached to David and 
his dynasty. 
It seems therefore that the material of this stage 
has also been shaped to bring out two contrasting models of 
kingship. It also seems tolcontain some general reflections 
upon kingship especially as this relates to the welfare and 
survival of the nation. The northern kingship founded by 
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Jeroboam is pronounced a failure. This failure cameo 4o th@ 
res I ult, of his rejection of the Jerusalem cult (I Kings 14: 9ff). 
But this failureýwhich originates with Jeroboam permeates 
the nation and leads it to destruction. In other words the 
nation also becomes a failure. The model of kingship represented 
by Jeroboam becomes the symbol of failure and destruction. 
But this negative understanding of kingship, especially 
that represented by Jeroboam, can be held alongside that repre-ý 
sented by David. Indeed in David the negative and the positive 
sides of kingship coalesce. All the Davidic material of this 
stage, can be treated as constituting aýreflection upon kingship. 
As is, the case with Jeroboam, kingship is seen to contain 
many negative elements. If David's flight from Jerusalem, 
i. e., his temporary exile, can indeed be interpreted as a 
reference to the later exile of the nation, 
123 then the favourable 
model of kingship incorporates, tbe most negative element, of 
national experience. 
4 This seems to suggest that in this stage of, the , 
model of favour as there is in the model of disfavour, there 
is a reflection upon kingship in relation to exile. Both 
models seem to suggest that kingship contains some negative 
destructive elements which can only produce disaster., We 
are pointed to the limitations of kingship. 
It is these limitations which are further explored 
in the material attached to the kings who follow Jeroboam 
and David. As will be shown, the three pairs of kings selected 
for our study in the second part of our discussion all seem 
to reflect these limitations. With those representing the 
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model of disfavour, the limitation is articulated in t@pMs 
of the king's failure to cultivate the right cultic response 
to Yahweh., The persistence of the 'sin of Jeroboam' and 
flirtations with the canaanite cults are cited as the, barriers 
which prevent the cultivation of this -response. 
Although the kings representing the model of favour 
are presented as having the right cultic attitude, yet they 
still highlight the limitations of kingship. This is highlighted 
in two ways. The first surfaces in the Hezekiah material. 
Hezekiah the good and pious king exposes his kingdom to the 
Babylonians and so to inevitable destruction (If Kings 20: 12-19). 
The failure of all the cultic acts and the acts of piety of 
Hezekiah and Josiah to cancel out the disasters brought on 
by the representatives of the model of disfavour, can be counted 
as yet, another indication of the limitations of kingship. 
The task before us now is to show the kings in 
the second part of our study continue to function as interpre- 
tations of national experience. The events of history especially 
those which bring disaster and destruction are all credited 
to the failures of the kings. Kingship continues to be the 
answer to several perplexing and painful questions of history. 
It is to the three pairs of kings that we now turn, to discover 
how they function to provide answers to these questions. 
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PART II 
THE RE-CREATION OF TWO MODELS 
OF DISFAVOUR AND FAVOUR 
95a 
I PART II 
The Re-creation of the Prototypes and 
the Consolidation of the Link between 
Kingship and the National Experience. 
The relationship between kingship and the national 
experience which is explored in the Jeroboam and Davidic material 
is also at work in the material to be discussed in the second 
part of our study. The re-creation of the two prototypes 
constitutes at the same time a reflection of how kingship 
can become the crucial factor which determines the nature 
of the national experience. 
Ahab and Josiahv Ahaziah, and Hezekiah, Jehu and 
Manasseh, all function to strengthen the relationship between 
the models of kingship and the experiences of the nation. 
This is explored primarily in terms of the king/cult: disaster 
and the king/cult: salvation relationship. The king's attitude 
to the Yahweh cult and other cults becomes an important element 
in the construction of the model he represents and consequently 
the type of national experience be generates. 
Reform, i. e. the removal of non-Yahwistic cultic 
elements and the consolidation of, the Yahweh cult, becomes 
an important theme in the re-creation of the models in this 
part of our. study. Its opposite is identified as the establish- 
ment and strengthening of the cults of gods other than Yahweh. 
The kings of the pairs mentioned above represent these negative 
and positive sides of reform. Reform then becomes a strong 
indicator not simply of the type of model represented by the 
king who is credited with the reform or the anti-reform, but 
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also of the proximity of national disaster. National disaster 
results when the-delicate balance between the contrasting 
and opposing types of reform is upset. 
Our discussion of the kings in pairs which consists 
of representatives of the two contrasting models of kingship, 
especially the last section of each chapter, will tend to 
highlight the nature of this delicate balance. This is very 
pronounced in the material dealing with kingdom of Judah where 
the exceptionally good work of Hezekiah and Josiah is cancelled 
out by the 'sins' of Manasseh (cf. II Kings 23: 26-27). Similarly 
in report of the northern kingdom, the cultic reform of Jehu 
is unable to halt the kingdom's slide to destruction (cf. II 
Kings 10: 28-31). The destruction of the two kingdoms can 
thus be understood as the direct result of upsetting the delicate 
cultic balance beyond the point of no return. 
Since the kings continue to be the persons credited 
with the responsibility for the cultic status of the nationg 
any actions of theirs which are deemed to carry serious impli- 
cations for the national cult become a commentary on the model 
of kingship they represent. We can further claim that given 
the close relationship that is thought to exist between the 
status of the cult and the national experience, the king's 
actions will also cement the bond between kingship and the 
national experience. 
Our task now is to explore how kingship as it is 
represented by the kings to be discussed continues to function 
as an interpretation of the national experience. This explo- 
ration will be carried out with the aid of our three themes: 
RP4 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty. 
The legitimate representation of Yahweh's 
power and presence. 
C. - The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
These themes, as in the first part of our study, will enable 
us to identify the model of kingship represented by each king, 
I 
and so the type of future/national experience he generates. 
a 0, § 
CHAPTER 5 
1. The Delimitation of the units 
(a) The Ahab material (I Kings 16: 29-22: 40) 
I Kings 16: 29-34 and I Kings 22: 39-40 can be treated 
as the two passages which mark the outer limits of the Ahab 
material. These two passages constitute respectively the 
introduction and the conclusion normally used for the presenta- 
tion of the reign of the kings of the'North. Within 16: 29 
and 22: 40, there is a mass of material, some of which-is loosely 
attached to Ahab. 
I Kings 22 is normally treated as a good example 
of this type of material. There is considerable discussion' 
on how far the king of Israel mentioned in the chapter is 
2 to be identified with Ahab. But since the name Ahab'does 
occur in the text (vs. 20), it would'seem that all the actions 
being attributed to the king of Israel are also being attributed 
to Ahab. 3 If indeed the name is a late entry into the story 
of the chapter, this transformed the material into the type 
which strengthens the image of disfavour created by the other 
material attached to Ahab. Ch. 22 like all the material within 
16: 29 and 22: 40 will be treated in this chapter as functioning 
to create Ahab into a representative of the model of disfavour 
(b) The Josiah material (II Kings 22: 1-23: 30) 
Like the Ahab material, that relating to Josiah 
is clearly demarked by a traditional introduction (22: 1) and 
conclusion (23: 28-30). There is very little dispute about 
the material within these two points. The consensus of scholar- 
ship seems to indicate that is should be treated as part of 
25rol 
the Josiah material. 
4 We will adopt this position in our 
analysis of the material within 22: 1 and 23: 30. 
2. Ahab and Josiah: Two extensive re-creations of the 
Prototype of Disfavour (Jeroboam and Favour (David) 
Of the three pairs of kifigs to be discussed in this 
part of our study, Ahab afid Josiah stand nearest to the proto- 
types of disfavour and favour respectively. These two kings 
are the best and indeed the most extensive reproductions of 
the prototypes. Ahab can be termed the 'second Jeroboam' even as 
Josiah is sometimes termed the 'second David. ' 
It can be safely argued therefore that most of the 
traditions now attached to Ahab and Josiah seem to presuppose 
those attached to Jeroboam and David. Indeed Ahab's flirtations 
with non-Yahwistic cults can be viewed as compounding the 
'sin of Jeroboam, ' just as Josiah extensive reforms of the 
temple recall the relationship created between David and the 
Ark and David and the temple. Whereas the idea of the temple 
is credited to David, Josiah is accorded the honour of reclaim- 
ing this important cultic institution for Yahweh, rescuing 
it from the domain of foreign gods. 
This Ahab: Jeroboam and Josiah: David link serves to 
transform Ahab and Josiah into the kings whose cultic activities 
carry the type of national significance second only to those of 
Jeroboam and David. They are nothing short of re-creations of 
the two modelA built around Jeroboam and David. The extent- 
of this re-creation can be illustrated by setting out the 
material relating to the four kings under our three basic themes. 
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On the basis of the above outline it would seem that Ahab 
and Josiah are not only credited with extending the work 
of their prototypes (Jeroboam I and David), but each one 
adds a new dimensiom to the extension of the work of their 
prototype. Ahab is depicted as pushing the North farther 
away from legitimacy to the brink of destruction. Josiah 
on the other hand is credited with efforts that represent 
a gallant attempt to recapture all the elements of the 
legitimate Yahweh cult. Our task now is to examine the 
material relating to the two kings in the context of the 
three broad themes as set out above. It is to the Ahab 
material that we shall first turn. 
I Kings 16: 29 - 22: 40. 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
The threat against Ahab's bouse (21: 20-24) 
The threat against Ahab's house has been 
preserved in a context of a story that seems to be concerned 
with the preservation of land rights in ancient Israelý That 
a similar threat has been made against Jeroboam (14: 10-14) 
and Baasha (16: 2-4) raises the question of how far the threat 
is secondary to ch. 21 (the Ahab material), simply placed there 
to provide it with an adequate context, and to place a negative 
element upon Ahab. 
6 
Miller has argued that the narrative of 
ch. 21 as it now stands, suggests that it was written at a 
time far removed from the events which are being described. 
7 
If as he further claims, Elijah, Ahab and Jezebel were all 
later additions to the story, then the narrative in its 
M 
present form may be concerned more with the creation of 
Ahab and Jezebel into opponents of the Yahweh cult than 
8 
with any legalistic or historical concerns of land rights. 
That the narrative may also be conditioned by the Jehu 
rebellion seems to strengthen the case for treating it 
primarily as a piece of polemical writing aimed at the house 
9 
of Ahab. 
Long before we reach the threat of vss. 19-24, the 
narrator in vss. 1-16 credits strong negative characters to 
both Ahab and Jezebel. The reader is carefully 'won over' 
to the position that Ahab and Jezebel deserve the punishment 
meted out in the threat. But let us examine more closely 
the 'case against Ahab and Jezebel' that is understood to 
merit the destruction of Ahab's house. 
Vs. 1 sets the scene for the ensuing conflict bet- 
ween king and subject. The verse has come to play an 
important role in the several theories relating to the 
interpretation of the Naboth narrative. Miller finds in the 
verse much support for his theory of a later date for ch. 21. 
This evidence, he claims, is reflected in the use of the term 
as well as in the 
10 description of Ahab as 0-1; )ie The verse has also 
led to sp. eculation about Ahab's place of residence, with 
Napier finding evidence for listing Jezreel as the political 
capital of the Omride dynasty. 
The verse seems however to be primarily concerned 
with the introduction of some important elements into the 
narrative. These elements are concerned with the creation of 
Ahab and Jezebel into villains and Naboth into a martyr. We 
262 
can hardly overlook the fact that Naboth is introduced not 
simply'as Ahab's. subject but as his neighbpur. 
12 The 
placing of his vineyard 7:; n seems 
to suggest that the king - subject relationship is somehow 
superseded by that of man - neighbour. 
The crucial importance of this relationship is 
captured in the (indirect), reference to the tradition 
governing. ancestral property as set out in the words of 
Naboth in vs-3. The tradition is also reflected in Deut. 19: 14; 
Num. 27: 7-11; Jer. 32: 6-9 and Ru. 4: 9. It represents what has 
been termed an "Israelite ideal" as is manifested in the 
"Jealous retention of ancestral property in the family". 
13 
We may note the, law of-Deut. 19: 14 which relates directly to 
the case of Naboth : 
In the inheritance 
which you will hold in the lin 
that the Lord your God gives you 
to possess, you shall not remove 
your neighbour's landmark which 
the men of old have set.. (RSV) 
This law seems to emphasize the sanctity of the irjýgj and 
probably suggests that Yahweh is the real owner of the land 
14 
which has been entrusted to each family in Israel. Hence 
Ahab in spite of the generous offer of vs. 2 still stands in 
contradiction of this longstanding tradition in Israel. 
Naboth is the one who is depicted as upholding the tradition 
even in the face of a good offer from the king. If as Gray 
suggests the term tiý, )ýn used in the reply of Ahab (vs. 3) .T 
suggests that "the course of action deplored was profane or 
wrong in the eyes of God", 
15 then Ahab and Naboth are 
presented as standing on opposite sides of the law of Yahweh. 
The important role of Jezebel in the narrative has 
PAP 
16 
been noted by several scholars. She soon replaces Ahab 
as chief protagonist in the narrative and so prepares the 
way for the specific threat against her in vs. 23. Ahab only 
re enters'the narrative after the death of Naboth thus leaving 
the stage free foiý Jezebel. The actions of Jezebel are 
however clearly to'be'uriderstood as those of a. representative 
of Ahab. Hence the accusation of vs. 19,11V -011 -r . 
"VII 
Ah-ab, la-, he,, re accused'-'of both murder and possessing another 
man's property. 
The threat, of vss. 19b-24 follows on naturally'from 
the question of vs. 19a. ' It'goes-beyond similar threats 
against'Jeroboam (14: 10-14) and Baasha (16: 2-4) by including 
'personal threats' against Ahab and Jezebel. Vss. 19b and 23 
can be treated'as an extensiori Of , the content of vs. 24, - 
17 
Vs. 24 consist of a more or less general threat against 
Ahab built on-the classic 'lack of, buriall 
18. 
motif 
131=771 917 10DR-) s-17h Pplil 
Vs. lqb seems to be an attempt to apply this judgement by the 
dogs directly to Ahab. Indeed vs. lgb seems to exist in a 
stronger form by the presence of a messenger formula 
as well as by being in the form of a Yahweh 
speech, 




Jahwes adds a new dimension to the punishment 
of Ahab and his dynasty. It also becomes one of utter 
rejection from society given the role of dogs in ancient 
Israel and the Ancient Near East. The dogs should probably 
only be understood as the instrument of judgement, Yahweh 
0 
being the one who Irequites' the blood of Naboth. 
204 
It seems as if Yahweh through his representative 
Elijah, is undoubtedly being presented here as the DMI - 'Mil T-.. 
of Naboth. This seems to be supported by the kinship text 
of II kings 9: 26 
?2 In the latter text., treated by some 
scholars as an earlier tradition upon which the narrator 
of ch. 21 drew. 23 Yahweh'is clearly presented as 
of Naboth. This is reflected in the term 
17111? -0ý4 nku np, ýq; . 
24 
Indeed the claim that Naboth's 
sons were also killed may point to a tradition which claims 
that there was no one to requite his blood. In the light of 
the tradition of II Kings 9: 26,1 Kings 21: 19b casts this 
duty directly upon Yahweh. 
The'threat against, Jezebel gives further credence 
to Yahweh's duty as the 07n ý$Na of Naboth., The threat is 
quite terse 
1 
'? U 'r-". 5 ?' 
There seems to be some increase in the intensity of the 
judgement as one moves from vs. 19b to vs. 23. What the dogs 
seem to have as a possibility in vs. 19b, is stated in a more 
realistic and judgemental manner in vs. 23. It seems as if 
Jezebel is being here portrayed as the greater culprit. 
When combined, the threat against Ahab (vs. 19) and 
Jezebel (vs. 23) becomes a threat against the house of Ahab. 
King and queen are not only to be killed but also degraded 
in death. The removal of the king from the royal household 
constitutes nothing short of the disinte. gration of the 
dynasty which he represents. This is further spelt out in 
vss. 22 and 24. As if to leave no doubt about the finality of 
the divine judgementj the narrator stresses the fate of the 
PO 
individuals of Ahab's household. Thus king, queen and 
their descendants are all to meet the judgement of Yahweh. 
Vss. 21,22 and 24 contain some stereotyped 
threats which unlike those of vss.. 19b and 23, seem to bear 
little direct relationship to the story of Naboth's murder. 
Here the fate to be metdd out to Ahab's dynasty is probably 
to be understood as being for the same reason as those 
against Jeroboam (14: 10-14) and Baasha (16: 2-4). Gray has 
drawn our attention to the difference between the two types 
of threats to be found in the Ahab material. He points to 
the "striking... coarse imagery" of vss. 19b and 23 and the 
more "stereotyped colourless Deuteronomic condemnation of the 
various kings". 2-5 It has been suggested that the latter 
probably reflects prophetic opposition to hereditary monarchy 
in northern Israel. 
26 
It is possible however that these threats along 
with the others oppose monarchy in Israel on other grounds. 
The opposition may have stemmed not from any concept of 
hereditary monarchy, but rather from the conviction that 
there is only one legitimate monarchy in Israel, that of the 
Davidic house. We may note that the threats of vss. 21,22 and 
24 are made in very close relationship to Israel's secession 
from the house of David and the setting up of rival shrines 
(cf. also 14: 10-14; 16: 2-4). There is therefore a threat'of 
illegitimacy running through all three dynasties by virtue of 
their adherence to the schism of Jeroboam. The supreme 
manifestation of this schism was of course worship at rival 
. 47 shrines outside of Jerusalem . 
Historically, the ultimate fate of the dynasty of 
Ahab was probably determined by forces that were superior 
? 04 
militarily to those that it could have raised. Its fate 
must have therefore been set. pled in the context of one of 
the many power struggles that characterized kingship-in the 
North?, 
q 
Within 21: 19-24 the fate-of the dynasty is however 
presented as the consequence of a divine threat issued 
against Ahab and Jezebe'l. This threat not only seeks to 
account for the removal of the dynasty from Israel, but 
at the same time gives a theological opinion on the dynasty. 
It is viewed in a very similar light to that of Jeroboam 
which is the prototype upon which the dynasty of Ahab is 
built. In similar fashion it is presented as being fit only 
for destruction. 
B. The legitimate repres-entation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
There are at least two clear references to Jero- 
boam's bull symbols in the Ahab material. The first is in 
16: 31a, the second in 21: 22b. Taking the last reference 
first, 21: 22b constitutes an accusation against Ahab used 
to support the destruction of his house in vs. 22a. It seems 
however that the accusation is wider than Ahab's violation 
of Naboth's rights as set out in vss. 1-16. This is clearly 
captured in reasons given as support of the threat of vs. 22a. 
(vs. 22a) Threat: .... n ýv, -. n t, ý , i: T 
(vs. 22b)(i) Accusation lzýK Ozzg-'m 
(reason) 
(vs. 22c) (ii) Accusation 
(reason) 
Of special interest to us is the phrase K; 7gýj 
Using the hiphil of the verb Kqq the phrase or- a 
variant occurs sýome twenty-one times between I Kings 14: 16 
and II Kings, 23: 15. It can be viewed as one of the stock 
phrases of I &'II Kings that is used invariably to refer to 
Jeroboam's schismatic action of setting up the rival shrines 
of Dan and Bethel. It 6an also refer to later kingsv' 
participation in Jeroboam's cultic policy. Used as it is in 
vs. 22b, it points to Ahab's close association with the cultic 
schism started by leroboam. 







is used in several places to describe the effect of Jeroboam's 
upon Yahweh (cf. 14: 9; 16: 2)-. There seems little'doubt 
that through the direct reference to Jeroboam in vs. 22, the 
narrator may be accusing Ahab of supporting the sih-rines of 
Dan and Bethel where the illegitimate representation of 
Yahweh's power and presence was to be found. 
29 
The link between Ahab and Jeroboam is far more 
direct in 16: 31. Here"we are told of Ahab's casual approach 
to the sin of Jeroboam 
0.34-1; 13Tý-r 
the consequence of which is what for the narrator seems a 
greater sin : his marriage to Jezebel. The historical and 
political ramifications of this marriage are beyond the 
immediate scope of our present discussion. " Our main con- 
cern is how, Jezebel functions in 16: 31 and indeed the rest 
of the Ahab material as a symbol of an alien cult, and is 
consequently made to represent a threat to the legitimate 
Yahweh cult, Indeed it seems as if this threat can be com- 
pared to that resulting from Jeroboam's setting up of his 
? 0, § 
rival shrines. Indeed Ahab's serving of Baal is presented 
as one of the many effects brought on by his marriage to 
Jezebel (vs-31b). 
The making of an Asherah (16: 33a) is probably the 
only act of Ahab that can be truly compared to Jeroboam's 
making of calf symbols. ' Both calf and Asherah represent the 
presence of deity. There has been wide discussion on the 
function of the Asherah in the religions of the Ancient Near 
East. 31 From the biblical material we learn that this'cultic 
object could take the form of a tree (cf. Deut. 12: 3; 
II Kings 23: 6; Jud. 6: 2; Mic-5: 13) but could also be made as 
I Kings-16: 33 seems to, indicate. (cf. also II Kings 17: 16). 
Pedersen has pointed out that in these two passages the 
name 'Asherahl probably refers to an idol 
representing the goddess who was thought to constitute the 
life of the tree. 
32 
It is known from Ancient Near Eastern material' 
that sometimes Asherah appears as a goddess alongside two 
others, Astarte and Ana03 "In*the Ugaritic material it is 
Astarte the goddess of fertility who is the consort of 
Baal. 
34 
In the Old Testament however, it is Asherah who 
seems to be the consort of Baal (cf. I Kings 18: 19; 11 Kings 
21: 7;. 23: 6). This may suggest that here she is being 
identified with Astarte. 
This identification carries some implications for 
our interpretation of 16: 33a. 
in this verse is creating the 
already be readily identified 
and Bethel. ' 
35 He therefore c, 
But there can also be another 
What Ahab is accused of doing 
counterpart of Baal who could 
with the bull symbols of Dan 
Dmpletes what Jeroboam started. 
interpretation. The introduction 
P k3, tý 
of an Asherah in the northern religion can be viewed as an 
introduction of a female element into a religion dominated 
by the 'maleness' of Yahwah and Baal. We may note however 
that unlike the calves made by Jeroboam there is no hint that 
the Asherah of 16: 33a functioned as a Yahweh symbol. But 
given the close association between Baal (symbolized by the 
young bull) and Asherah (symbolized by a pole etc. ). there 
is also a possibility that the Asherah could be thought to 
represent Yahweh or some specific dimension of his relation- 
ship to IsraelPrO If so, the Asherah in 16: 32a like the bull 
symbols of Jeroboam can be seen to represent an illegitimate, 
symbol of Yahweh's power and presence. 
C. The-place of the-legitimate Yahweh cult 
In the Jeroboam material, the narrative of 
12: 28-33 spells out the crucial cultic prerequisites absent 
from the northern cult. There is also specific mention of 
the introduction of certain alien Canaanite cultic elements 
by Jeroboam like, for example, the priests of the 
(12: 32b). In the Ahab material, the illegitimacy of the 
northern cult is presented primarily in terms of Ahab's 
consolidation of the Canaanite influence already present as 
well as in terms of Ahab's and Jezebel's hostile attitudes 
towards the legitimate Yahweh religion. 
Under the first area we may note three important 
actions : i 
(a) The building of a house for Baal in Samaria (16: 32b); 
(b) The erection of an altar to Baal (16: 32a); 
(c) The child sacrifice of Hilel (16: 34). 
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Ahab's building of a- 'Mil 1113. is presented as one of 
the many cultic a: cts that were products of his marriage to 
Jezebel. The motif of the 'foreign wife leading the king 
astray i. e. to worship her god(s); recalls I Kings 11.11ff 
where Solomon's wives are said to have had the same 
influence on him. 37 But'Ahab's actions seem to go beyond 
those of Solomon in the erection of a house (temple) for 
Baal. Vs-32b at once shifts the focus from Dan'and Bethel 
to Samaria. It now seems as if Samaria, at least in the 
Ahab material, is the great cultic rival to Jerusalem. Hence 
the 1271M 11'73- in Samaria stands over against the 1117? VIM 
in Jerusalem. 
It seems however that Ahab's traising upt ap. ", T 
of a 13; Tp in _, " 
'7741, IVIP is given great significance in 
the'narrative. There seems to be some discussion on how the 
word IPTP should be-interpreted here. As Gray points out, 
it can mean altar if the preposition is understood, but 
possibly means 'place of sacrifice' with ý73 11 Vq D in 
apposition. 
38 However it is interpreted, ' the phrase ' r73T?? Dj7. '11 
represents for the narrator one of the high points of Ahab's 
apostasy. Baal becomes officially established in Samaria 
adding a'new dimension to the illegitimacy of the northern 
cult. ý 
The report'of vs-34 projects two negative elements 
onto the nortýern cult. The first element is the rebuilding 
of Jericho, which in the light'of Jos. 2: 26 brings a curse 
upon the one responsible for so-doing. Although as Eichrodt 
points out, there are some problems concerning the relation- 
ship between I Kings 16: 34 and Josh. 2: 26ý 
9 
it is widely 
P'T I 
accepted that the curse of Josh. 2: 26 is here being explained 
in terms of a local tradition about Hiel. 
40 
The second negative element of vs-34 is to be found 
in the report of the fate of Hielys Bons. The text reads 
nhill-nK I'mm mm 12ýln qz lin"p 
V -T 
The problems of this verse revolve largely around the inter- 
pretation of 1-1ý; 131"OK3. and 37 altal Montgomery 
renders the entire verse: 
Hiel .... built Jericho: he laid its foundation in his eldest son Abiram 
and set up its doors in his youngest 
son Segub- 41, 
Burney has suggested that the proposition 3 attached to 
the names 0193K and 3'ýYT should be rendered tat the cost 
42 
of'. But how is this phrase to be understood? 
Noth has suggested that Hiel's sons were killed in 
the rebuilding of Jericho, an act which later came to be 
interpreted as the judgement 'Of Yahweh. 
43 
Burney onýthe 
other hand thinks that Hiel sacrificed his sons by enclosing 
them alive in the foundation and the wall as an attempt to 
44 
secure the prosperity of the'eity. The latter interpretation 
is probably the one intended by the narrator. If so, one of 
the most despicable cultic elements of the ancient world, 
45 0 
human sacrifice., is projected onto the North during the 
era of Ahab. The use of the term IIZ)"D links Ahab directly 
to the actions of Hiel. The king is thus made responsible for 
yet another significant move away from the legitimate Yahweh 
cult. 
The stoiýy of Elijah's struggle against the prophets 
of Baal and their supporters Ahab and Jezebel can be viewed as 
9- 7 P. 
highlighting another dimension to the illegitimacy of the 
northern cult. 46, Indeed Ahab, Jezebel and. Elijah are 
pictured as being locked in 'continued and violent conflict'. 
47 
The struggle of the prophet is therefore to be understood as 
a struggle to uproot the religion of Baal and reinstate the 
legitimate religion of Yahweh in the North. 
Although the narrative of I Kings 18-19 focuses 
primarily on the prophet. Elijah and 'expresses the high 
48 
esteem and veneration for the prophet and master. ' a strong 
underlying theme seems-to betbe extent to which the religion 
of Yahweh degenerated in the North during the reign of Ahab. 
But the narrative goes beyond this negative feature to recount 
the dramatic attempts of Elijah to regain some ground for 
Yahweh. Along with the strong opposition to Baal, we there- 
fore also have a demonstration of the power of Yahweh. 
49 
The 
exact identity of the Baal in chs. 18-19 is not crucial for 
our present discussion. 
5C As the narrative now stands, he 
symbolizes an alien cultic force that threatens the legitimate 
Yahweh cult. 
We maynotesome details of the narrative that seem 
to underline the level of Baalism in the North. One crucial 
detail is the death of the Yahweh prophets. In 18: 13 
Obadiah reports the death of some Yahweh prophets to Elijah 
and the escape of others from the same fateýl We may note 
that it is Jezebel who is accused of killing the prophets of 
Yahweh. She rather than Ahab, is here portrayed as the 
archvillain. 
There is however a' dramatic shift in responsibility 
in 19: 10,14. Here it is the ýKt7? 132 who are accused of 
rejecting the legitimate Yahweh cult. This seems to be the 
STS 
very opposite of the-strength of the Baal cult as set out 
in 16: 31-34. The words of El-ijah in 19: 10 constitute a 
barometer of the level of the Yahweh cult within the Ahab 
era. but the verse contains at least four clear accusations 
against the North. 
The first touches on the covenantal relationship 
between Israel and Yahweh : 
Here the narrator evokes covenantal theology and responsibility 
to emphasize thegulf between the religion of the North and 
Yahweh's cultic demands. The infidelity of ýK*? is 
to be contrasted with the zeal of Elijah powerfully expressed 
in the phrase MK33 "IN mv 12 Q'Imp iap- Gray's 
rendering of the whole phrase 
I have been a very fanatic for Yahweh 
God of hosts, yet the Israelites have 
forsaken-thy covenant... 52 
captures the sharp contrast between Elijah's prophetic 
ministry and Israel's covenantal infidelity. 
This infidelity receives further expansion in the 
second accusation levelled at the North. This reads : 
. 10-1.1 
The action credited here to the people is directly opposite 
to that credited to Elijah in 18: 30. In that latter case we 
are told that the prophet of Yahweh D; IQO MMI nZTZD-11ý K9111 
The people are therefore reported in 19: 10 as reversing part 
of what the prophet of Yahweh had put right in the North. Their 
act of destroying the altars of Yahweh underlines the element 
of illegitimacy that is being constantly projected onto the 
cult of the North. 
974 
In the third accusation being levelled against the 
cult of the North, the perilous nature of being a prophet in 
this part of Israel during the Ahab era is stressed. Once 
more this accusation, 
M-Irlo 
stands in direct contras t to an action of Elijah, i. e. his 
removal of the prophets of Baal (18: 40). This treatment of 
the prophets of Yahweh is clearly to be understood as a 
direct assault upon the legitimate Yahweh religion in the 
North. The removal of Yahweh's prophets constitutes the 
removal of a crucial element of the Religion of Yahweh. A 
nation without prophets in the context of Samuel-Kings, is 
one that is unable to heed the message of Yahweh as this is 
delivered through his legitimate prophet. 
That Elijah is to be understood as Yahweh's 
legitimate prophet at work in the North is stated in our 
fourth and final accusation : 
3K mirn 
The attack launched against the religion of Yahweh in the 
North is now presented here as a direct attack upon Elijah. 
We can note that it is once more Israel as opposed to the 
royal households who is accused of seeking to endanger the 
prophet of Yahweh. This action by the people clearly points 
to the nature of the religion which they possess. Indeed it 
seems to suggest that their religion is contrary to the true 
legitimate religion of Yahweh as demonstrated by his-prophets, 
especially by Elijah. 53 
The repeat of the accusation of vs. 10 in vs. 14 may 
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point to far more than a 'dogmatic gloss' as'suggeated by Fphrer. 
54 
We may have at wor. k here, the technique of repetition, which as 
Gray points out is one of the 'regal features' of saga. 
55 This 
seems to-function in vs. 14 to re-emphasise the narrator's main 
theme: the extent to which the legitimate Yahweh cult was being 
erased from the North. 
All of the material discussed under this section seems 
to stress the extent to which the Yahweh cult was eroded in the 
North during the reign of Ahab. It is presented as an era in 
which alien religious elements were introduced into the North, and 
patronised by Ahab and Jezebel (cf. I Kings 16: 31ff; 19: 1ff; 21: 
5ff). But the persecution of Yahweh's prophets (19: 1ff) is surely 
the true indicator in the material of the level of cultic degenera- 
tion. At the same time, the persecution of Yahweh's prophets like 
the introduction of alien cultic elements, brings the nation one 
step closer to disaster. The place of the illegitimate Yahweh 
cult is also the place which continues to sow the seeds of its 
own destruction. 
(b) II Kings 22: 1-23: 30 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Of all the kings of the Davidic line, Josiah easily 
qualifies as the one who comes nearest to the Deuteronomic ideal- 
istic model of David. 
56 He constitutes the almost perfect paradigm 
of the Davidic prototype. Evans has however suggested the reversep 
57 i. e. that David had been modelled on Josiah. This view is based 
on the presupposition that Josiah rather than David is the model 
upon whom most of the goods kings are based. 
There is however a very strong possibility that David as 
an ideal king was a Judean tradition prior to the time of Josiah. 
DTO 
If so,. Josiah is created into a new David, rather than David into 
a Josiah. 
58 Josiah then, is not simply a member of Israel's only 
legitimate dynasty, but is presented as the best reproduction of 
his ancestor David. Nearness to the Davidic ideal functions in 
the Josianic material as an importint element of dynastic legiti- 
macy. Josiah's dynastic legitimacy is underlined, not through his 
geneological connection to David, but rather through his adoption 
of the 'way of David' (21: 2), i. e. the cultic persuasions of 
David his ancestor. 
None of the other Davidic kings are credited with the 
type of devotion to the 'way of David' as Josiah is. But this 
term is probably farmore than aterse comment on the king's cultic 
attitudes. As it is used here in the Josianic materialq the 'way 
of David' may also be emphasising Josiah's indisputable claims to 
be a model, representative of Israel's only legitimate dynasty, - 
the Davidic dynasty., 
Cult and dynasty is inextricably bound up and becomes 
the basis upon which dynastic legitimacy is projected onto Josiah. 
Being faithful to Yahweh and to the 'way of David, ' becomes the 
twin criteria for judging the legitimacy of the Davidic line. The 
promise of a peaceful death which comes'as'a direct result of the 
king's piety also helps to cement the close ties'between cult and 
dynasty (22: 18-20). Although this promise does not 'square' with 
history, at a literary-theological level, it functions in the 
material to strengthen the creation of Josiah into the ideal 
Davidic representative of the model of favour. 
Just as Ahab and Jezebel are created into villians 
strongly opposed to the Yahweh cult, so Josiah the ideal Davidic 
king is given exemplary praise as a devout follower of Yahweh 
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(23: 25). He is placed far above the kings of both North and South. 
Attention has been drawn to a similar phrase in Deut. 34: 10 and 
in II Kings 18: 5.59 Nelson claims that in this phrase we may be 
dealing with an element in courtly praise similar to that found 
in Neh. 2: 3.60 Whatever its origin, 'the phrase as it now stands in 
II Kings 23: 25p can hardly be thought to weaken Josiah's presen- 
61 tation as an ideal Davidic model. As an undivided unit, the 
verse draws on Deuteronomic theology to stress Yahweh's perfect 
Davidic king. Hence vs. 25 cannot be divorced or separated from 
22: 2. Both underline the-nature of the ideal king born of Israel's 
(only) legitimate dynasty, the Davidic dynasty. There is there- 
fore a strong possibility in understanding all the piety credited 
to Josiah as that of a 'second David' bent on returning all 
Israel, both North and South, to the ways of Yahweh. 
B. The leaitimate representation of Yahweh's Dower and presence 
In the first part of our study we have shown how 
the Ark becomes a crucial factor in the development of the 
models of kingship. Thus David's close association with the 
Ark becomes one of the important factors contributing to his 
development as a model of favour. On the other hand, the 
rejection of the Ark as well as its replacement by two bull 
symbols are two the crucial elements that contribute to tht, ý 
development of Jeroboam into a model of disfavour. 
62 But 
the refere'nee to the Ark in the Jeroboam material is only 
indirect. 63 Once one moves beyond the Solomonic material one 
must assume t hat the Jerusalem temple which now houses the 
Ark, is to be understood as the visible legitimate symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence. As Solomon's prayer suggests, 
it is with '%I% il nj: 4-. --j (I Kings 8: 31-33 passim) that Yahweh Is 
979 
power 
. to save as well as-his presence is to be linked. 
64 
Given the above' it is not at all surprising that 2 
the model of-kingship in the South is largely determined by 
the king's attitude to the temple, This attitude as pointed 
out by Hoffmann can be presented under the broad theme of 
65 'Positive' and Inegative4 reforms. The positive ones 
resulting in the strengthening of the Yahweh cult through 
repair and reform, as well as the removal of alien cultic 
elements from the temple, the negative ones introducing alien 
cultic elements into the temple. 66 
Between I Kings 15: 9 and II Kings 23, no less than 
six of the eleven kings within this section are closely 
linked to the temple. Four of them, Asa., Jehoash (Joash)., 
Hezekiah and Josiah are accorded a positive association with 
the temple, while Ahaz and Manasseh are credited with a 
negative association. The fortune of the temple from Asa to 
Josiah can therefore be chartered through the actions of six 
kings : 
Positive association with 
TEFp-ple- 
%ýtive association with Temple 
Asa: brougrit votive gifts of his 
father and his own votive 
gifts., silver,, gold, and 
vessels into the'temple 
(I Engs 15: 15) 
Joash: ca=ies out extensive 
repairs to temple. 
(II Kings 12) 
Hezekiah. - removes Nehushtan fýxn 
temple. Derands worship at 
Jerusalem alone. 
(II Kings 18: 4,22) 
Ahaz: places alien altar in the temple 
and removes inportant cultic 
objects. 
(I Kings 16: 10-18) 
Manasseh: Builds alien altars in 
temple. Places Asher-a in temple. 
(II Kings 21: 4,7). 
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Josiah: he repairs temple. Removes 
Ashera., vessels, and alien 
altars from temple. 
(T-T Kings) 23: 2ff) 
From the above outline, Josiah's relationship with 
the temple can be viewed as the final stage of the mixed 
67 
relationship between kings and temple. Indeed the work on 
the temple credited to Josiah seems to be the culmination of 
that of Asa (I Kings 15: 9-15), Josah (II Kings 12), and 
Hezekiah (II Kings 18: 4,22). Viewed from another angle, it 
constitutes the final thrust against the reversals of Ahaz 
and Manasseh. It is nothing short of the return of the M1: 111 11"M 0 0. 
to its legitimate central place. We can safely claim that 
as the relationship between David and the Ark affirms the 
central place of this cultic object-in the legitimate Yahweh 
cult, 
68 
so Josiah's relationship with (i. e. his reform of) 
the temple affirms the important cultic status of this central 
Yahweh shrine. This relationship consists of a number of 
elements, all of which affirm the crucial importance of the 
temple as the symbol of Yahweh's power and presence. 
The first element is Josiah's command to repair the 
temple (22: 3-7,9). These verses reintroduce the 'temple repair' 
theme of the Joash material. This material has been attributed 
to an official archival source, like that about Joash's repair 
of the temple in II Kings 12.69 Mayes has however rejected 
this argument for the origin of the material in 22: 3-7.9 des- 
cribing it as 'a story created for its present context and 
directly based on II Kings 12: 9-1,61.70 Hoffmann has also, 
pointed to some close parallels between 22: 4b-7 and 12: 10b, 
12ff, 15ff, claiming like Mayes, that the former is based upon 
9019 
the story of II Kings 12.71 The function of 22: 3-7.9 can 
then be interpreted in two distinct ways. Firstly it sus- 
tains the 'positive' temple theme that is reflected in the 
72 Joash and Hezekian material, and secondly it reinforces 
the image of Josiah the pious king. 
The account o: r 22: 3-7,9 seems to be concerned 
primarily with the 'fabric' of the temple. It presents the 
king as a type of patron Qf the temple cult which seems to 
suggest that the upkeep of the temple is understood to be 
heavily dependent upon the generosity and initiative of the 
king. 73 The pericope seems a bit meticulous ibout the 
chain of command that is necessary to produce the desired 
repairs of the temple. The command moves from the king, to 
the secretary to the house of the Lord, to the high priest, 
to the masters of the works, and finally to those who undertake 
temple work. The presence of this chain of command probably 
represents an attempt to preclude the theme of delay that is 
present in the story of 12: 4ff. Josiah somewhat unlike Joash, 
emerges therefore as one whose desire and command to repair 
the temple met with a firm and positive response. The mention 
of the honesty of the workmen (vs-7) seems to support this 
as well. 
The second element which touches on the status of 
the temple, is the report of the finding of the 
., 
(vs. 8). The complex question relating to the *-*- s11,11 
exact identity and content of this 'book' is outside of the 
74 
scope of our present discussion. Of special interest to 
us is the role of the temple As the place-where n-ling 
is found. Much of the discussion on the relationship between 
the book and the temple has centered around the question of 
Rai 
how this book happens to be in the Jerusalem temple during 
the reign-of Josiah. Hence the theory that. it originated 
in the North, was brought to Jerusalem after the fall of 
Samaria . in 721 B. C., was suppressed during the reign-of 
75 Manasseh and wasýhidden in the temple. This theory has 
not however been without'its critics. 76 
There seems to be an important theological link 
between snino ISO and njn? PIP in ch. 22. - As the text now 
stands, there is no hint of the history or origin of the 
book before it is discovered in the temple. The temple there- 
fore becomes the matrix out of which the njjV, 1 11-jill - emerges T 
to king and people. It is highly possible that we have 
several ideas drawn from other traditions at work here. One 
idea is the encounter between the people and the n1,11 11jill- as 
this is present in the Sinai traditions. If indeed a 
parallel can be drawn between the two events, then the temple 
emerges as a 'new Sinai' from where Yahweh's law for his people 
originates, and is promulgated (23: 1-3). 
77 Josiah therefore 
becomes a 'new Moses'. demanding that the, people keep the law 
of the book (23: 21-23; cf. Ex. 24: 3ff; also Deut. 5: lff). 
Another tradition that seems to be reflected in 
the relationship that is created between nInj n"fl; l and the 
temple, is that of the Ark as theý place where illi-11 JI-15A is 
kept. Several scholars have drawn our attention to the way 
in which the. Ark in I Kings 8: 9 is transformed from being the 
throne of Yahweh., to being simply a receptacle for the tables 
of the law. 
78 But if indeed the temple assumes the role of 
the Ark as the legitimate symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence, 
79 then the temple in ch. 22 is probably also being 
made to assume the important cultic task as container of 
R92 
111TI-11 11,11p . The so-called Deuteronomic 'name theology' 
that is projected'onto the, ark in I Kings 8: 9,, and the temple 
in 8: 29,80 may also be reflected in. II Kings 22: 8. The 
finding of l-11,1? P1ý14 in the temple seems to maintain the r 
clear distinction between Yahweh-and. his demands-that-could 
be symbolized by his wriften laws. 
The third element of the Josiah-temple relationship 
that functions to reaffirm the temple as the symbol of 
. 
Yahweh's power and presence, is the reform ofIthe temple cult. 
There are five distinct measures which together constitute a 
return to legitimacy of the temple cult. These are: , 
(a) The removal'from-the temple of all the vessels 
made for Baal, Asherah and all the host of heaven. 
Their burning outside of Jerusalem and the takingý 
of their ashes to Bethel. (23: 4) 
(b) The removal of the Asherah from the temple and 
its burning outside of Jerusalem. (vs. 6) 
(C) The dest1ruction of the houses of the cult 
prostitutes that were built in the temple. (vs. 7) 
(d) The removal of the horses of the sun from the 
entrance to the temple. (vs. 11) 
(e) The remo - val of the altars built by Ahaz and Manasseh8l 
in the temple. (vs. 12) 
Each measure adds a peculiar dimension to the return of the 
temple cult to full legitimacy. The first measure (vs. 4) 
identifies three deities that were worshipped alongside 
Yahweh in the temple. These are K=X 17bq 17-1ft"2'VQ- 
This triad reflects the deep penetration of alien 
cults into the Jerusalem cult. Gressmann contends that the 
deities here mentioned were Assyrian Gods, partly basing his 
argument on the demand of Assurbanipal that offerings should 
be made to similar Assyrian Gods. 
82 
But as Montgomery/Gehman 
have pointed out, the terminology of vs. 4 is Palestinian 
spa 
rather than Assryian as is supported by the Ugaritic 
83 
material. On the other hand, it is possible that vs. 4 
does reflect the entrance of alien deities into the Jerusalem 
84 
cult at some stage. 
The exact meaning of the term is 
still the subject of debate. It is well known that astral 
deities were widespread among the religions of the Ancient 
Near East, with several being mentioned in the Old Testament 
85 tradition (cf. Jer. 7: 17-18; 44: 16-19). Some scholars claim 
that the term is similar to one found in the Ugaritic 
material which is usually translated 'host of the sun'. 
86 
As used in-23: 4. the term is probably to be understood as a 
collective term for those heavenly bodies that were thought 
to possess divine power. 
87 - 
In all five measures, the restoration of the templets 
purity and legitimacy is achieved through the destruction of 
88 
cultic objects that were thought to desecrate the temple. 
The totality of the destruction is heavily emphasized. Thus 
we read that 0'1ý. DM_-'7D and Asherah, Baal and the host of 
4,, ýple heaven are brought out in the e 
-rip ni mim T; nzD UNIT!! 
If the burning OB"li7! j ) of the vessels points to their 
total destruction, the occurrence of this act M'? erlllý T4nz) 
emphasizes the complete break between the temple and the cults 
represented by these objects. The latter part of vs. 4. eV31 
r -r: 
'7K-, n"A , completes the totality of the destruction; .0 .0 Tv -. V 
If this is indeed a later addition, those responsible for 
its entry into the text leave the reader in no doubt about 




The details of the fate met by the Asherah in the 
temple (vs. 6) b6tray the narrator's concern with the total 
destruction of alien cultic objects that were to be found in 
90 the temple. We may note these details 
(a) VIM. 171,111.11'4P r,: Fbl 
'2rip nk &11-fv7v -i 
0711 " 33 rl 
It 
K 
This almost appears to be a classic case of 'overkill'. But 
no doubt it reflects the narrator's total rejection of the 
Asherah symbol in the temple of Yahweh. This female symbol 
of deity was out of place, as far as he is concerned, in the 
context of the legitimate Yahweh cult, a religion dominated 
by a male deity Yahweh himself. 
91' 
The narrator's attitude to the other cultic objects 
is reflected like his attitude to the Asherah, in the careful 
reporting of their destruction. Thus the houses of the male 
prostitutes are broken down ( TI1-! 1),, the chariots of the 
sun are burnt iK3- 111t ), and the pagan altars are pulled .. T --T 
down ( TýQj )s broken in pieces and the ashes cast 
into the Kidron (vss. 7,11,12). 92 
This wholesale removal of alien cultic objects from 
the temple can be interpreted not only as the demise of 
foreign cults in the temple cult and Judah, 93 but the re-elev- 
ation of the temple with Israel's ancient cultic object, the 
Ark. The crucial significance of the temple is therefore 
stressed before the great disasters of 24: 13 and 25: 9ff. If 
as Cross, Friedman and others have claimed, the reign of 
M 
Josiah marked the end of the first edition of the Deuteronomic 
history, 94 then'it ended on a high note vis-a-vis the role 
of the temple in the legitimate Yahweh cult. But even the 
later reports of its total destruction do not remove its 
significance-as it is presented in the Josianic material. 
For it still remains in 'spite of the later reports of its 
destruction, the supreme symbol of Yahweh's power and 
presence among his people. 
C. The place of thelegitimate Yahweh cult 
Like the reform of the temple cult, that dealing 
with alien cults in Jerusalem and its environs stresses the 
removal of the elements of these alien cults. A number of 
reform measures can be noted : 
(a) The removal of the priests of the high places as well 
as those belonging to other alien cults (vss. 5,8a). 
(b) The desecration of the'high places from Geba to 
Beersheba (vs. 8b). 
(c) The destruction of the 13 11 7fll 11*1 2DM T 
(vs. 8b). 
(d) The prohibition of the priests of the high places 
to officiate at Jerusalem (vs. 9). 
95 (e) The removal of the furnace used for child 
sacrifice (vs. 10). 
(f) The desecration of the high places built by Solomon 
East of Jerusalem (vs-13). 
(g) The removal of necromancers (vs. 24). 
These measures complement those that were concerned specifically 
with the temple. 96 Like them they represent a dramatic 
reversal for the alien cults of Judah and a strong reaffirmation 
of the centrality of the Yahweh cult. We may note that at 
least four of the measures are concerned with the 111Z); and/or 
919 
with their officials (cf. vss. 5t899913). This clult pie@ts 4ýrp 
nemesis in the representative par excellence of tbip in. o4pl pf 
favour, the reformýng king Josiah. 
The narrator seems to pay special attention to the 
removal of what for him are the illegitimate elements of the 
Jerusalem priesthood. The priests of all non-Yahwistic cults 
especially those of the high places, constitute these illegiti- 
mate elements. If the disposition of these priests represents a 
nullification of their priestly function, their ban from partici- 
pation in the Jerusalem cult (vs. 9) represents a crucial move of 
the Jerusalem cult along the path to legitimacy. The cult is not 
only extricated from illegitimate alien elements, but given a 
surety of a future free of recontamination. 
Given the fact that the priests as part of the cult 
constitute one of the crucial, links between Yahweh and the nation, 
the purification of the Jerusalem priesthood is to be understood 
as a strengthening of the links between Yahweh and the_nation. The 
vital channel once blocked, is now open again. This carries 
serious implications for the salvation and survival of the cult 
and indeed the nation in the context of Deuteronomic theology. The 
destruction of Jerusalem and the nation announced in 21: 12-15 as 
the consequences of the sins of Manasseh, must now be held along- 
side the restoration of the Jerusalem cult to legitimacy, and 
the resultant hope this produces. 
This element of hope is also at work in the report of 
the removal of the shrines 6f rival deities. The destruction of 
the high places 'from Geba to Beer-shebal (vs. 8), like the desecra- 
tion of Topheteh (vs. 10), constitute the removal of rivals to 
Yahweh's legitimate shrine at Jerusalem. The cult of Judah is 
freed of those elements which alienate Yahweh and the nation. A 
return to legitimacy is at the same time a re-creation'of a good 
Yahweh-nation relationship. 
9@7 
The restoration to legitimacy is thus emphanised by 













The removal of these deities symbolized by the destruction of 
their shrines, can only be interpreted as a return of Yahweh 
98 to full control of the land . The cult of the South is thus 
returned to full legitimacy. A later hand extended this to 
include the cult of Bethel and the North as well (23: 15-20). 
The return to cultic legitimacy is emphasized by 
the report of the keeping of the Passover (23: 21-23). 
100 
The celebration of the Passover can therefore be seen as the 
appropriate culmination of the events that were inaugurated 
with a covenant ceremony (vss. 1-3). The narrator highlights 
the significance of the Passover in the new era brought on by 
Josiah's reformation, by stating that it was the first to be 
celebrated since the days of the Judges (vs. 22). 
101 
Some scholars explain Josiah's celebration of the 
Passover in the context of the national resurgence of Judah. 
Nicolsky argues that the celebration represents nationalistic 
feelings in the face of the growing threat of Egyptian 
hegemony. 102 As such, the celebration of the Passover would 
$88 
constitute a bit of anti-Egyptian propaganda. 
103 It seems 
however that within the context of the report of the Josiah 
reform, the celebration of the passover can be understood 
as representing another dimension of Josiah's thrust against 
foreign cultic practices. The celebration of the passover 
constitutes the re-creation of an ancient bond linking Yahweh 
and Israel. At the same time, it is a bond which excludes 
all non-Yahwistic faith. The celebration marks a significant 
104 
move back to Yahweh, a move away from destruction, to salvation. 
The reform of Josiah represents the most powerful 
statement on the legitimacy of the cult of Jerusalem and the 
South since the Davidic material. This is articulated in 
terms of the removal of all alien cults and the return Israel's 
only legitimate cult, the cult of Yahweh. Josiah's greatest 
achievementt and one which is the most important for his creation 
into a model of favourv ensures that Jerusalem becomes once 
more, the place of the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
3. Five common themes of the Ahab and Josianic material 
which function to create thekingsas representatives of 
the model of disfavour (Ahab) and the model of favour 
(Josiah). 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
First-theme 
The King-Asherah relationEhip 
Ahab builds an Asherah Josiah destroys the 
(-I-Kings 16: 33) Asherah in the temple, 
and the one at Bethel 
(II Kings, 23: 6,15b) 
We have already discussed these actions of the two 
kings. 105 Our primary concern now is how far this attitude 
280 
of the. kings towards the Asherah functions to create them into 
specific royal models. Both kings are presented as being 
patrons of their national cults. 
106 Ahab ho . wever becomes 
the first king to be. accused-of making an Asherah. Indeed 
the only other king to be reported as having made an Asherah 
is Manasseh (II Kings 21: 23), In other words the worst northern 
king after Jeroboam and theyorst Judaean king stand, as-patrons 
of the cult of Asherah. 
Although'the making 'Of'an Asherah by Ahab is now 
embedded in a pericope listing his other sins (16: 30-34)9 
that it is the first report of its type about a king must 
give it some special significance. 
107 If so, the comment 
of vs. 33b should probably be treated as a specific comment 
arising out of the statement of vs. 33a, rather than a more 
general one on the report of vss. 30-32.108 There seems to 
be little other reason for the comment which is very similar 
to the introduction in vs. 30. Ahab's building of an Asherah 
helps to identify him as the most evil king to date in Israel. 
It is against the background of the king-Asherah 
relationship in both the North and the South in the pre-Josianic 
era, that Josiah's relationship to the Asherah is to be inter- 
preted. Indeed the relationship constitutes one of the important 
bases upon which the favourable image of Josiah is constructed. 
We are able to trace the references to Asherah making 





The people make 
Asherim, (I Kings 
14: 15) 
Ahab makes an Asherah 
(I Kings 16: 33) 
Soutb 
Judah make Asherim 
(I Kings 14: 23) 
The people make Asherim Manasseh makes an Asherah 
(II Kings 17: 10,16) (11 Kings 21: 3) 
2W 
With the Asherah-making practice of tbp popplp gp4 
Ahab and Manasseh, we can compare the Asherah-destroying prac- 
tice of Hezekiah (II Kings 18: 4) and Josiah (II Kings 23: 6,15). 
It is significant to note that unlike the action of Hezekiah 
which is restricted to the South (jerusalem), Josiah's include 
both North and South. He reverses what the people and kings 
of North and South had done. What is even more importantq 
his destruction of Asherah reverses the work of Ahab and Manasseh. 
This creates him into a representative of the model of kingship 
which is in direct contrast to the one represented by Ahab 
and Manasseh. 
But if the making of Asherim pushes the nation away 
from Yahweh and salýation, and towards the brink of destruction 
(cf. II Kings 17: 10,16), their destruction must surely be 
seen as a gallant attempt to direct the nation along the path 
to salvation. Josiah is credited with this gallant attempt 
and becomes not only a supreme representative of the model 
of favour, but one who makes every attempt to steer his nation 
away from destruction, and redirect it along the path to salvation. 
Ahab is credited with the very opposite. His making of an 
Asherah becomes one of the acts which pushes his kingdom along 
the path to inevitable destruction. Asherah-making with all 
the consequences it produces creates Ahab into a representative 
of the model of disfavour, just as Josiah's destruction of 
Asherim creates him into a supreme representative of the model 
of favour. 
Second theme 
The houses (temples) of Baal and Yal. -Aweh 
Ahab builds a house (temple) Josiah purifies the house 
for Baal (I Kings 16: 32). (temple) of Yahweh 
(II Kings 23: 4). 
W 
The king's relationship to the housý (tempj@) pf 
a particular god can function in the Samuel-Kings material 
as an indicator of the king's relationship to the god. This 
holds true the Ahab and Josianic material. Ahab's building 
of a house for Baal represents hiý allegiance to Baal, just 
as Josiah's purification of the Jerusalem temple is a power- 
ful indicator of his allegiance to Yahweh. 
Just as Ahab is-the only northern king who is accused 
of making an Asherah (16: 33), so he is the only one who is 
reported as building a house for Baal. Several scholars 
have interpreted the report at the historical level. Gray 
thinks it reflects either Ahab's accommodation of the religion 
of his wife Jezebel, or an 'expression of his liberal policy 
which was-oriented to his Canaanite as well as his Israelite 
subjects. ' 
109 
On a similar historical level of interpretationp 
Alt finds in vs. 32b evidence to support the theory that during 
the Omride dynasty Samaria was used almost exclusively as 
the place of Baal worship. Jezreelv according to him, functioned 
as the centre of the Yahweh cult in the North. 
110 But as 
Wurthwein has pointed out, there are numerous problems which 
arise with this division of worship in Israel during the 
Omride era. I Kings 20: 13ff-22: 15ff seems to support a tradition 
that Sama ria could be the residence of Yahweh prophets* 
At. the literary and theological levels however, the 
report of Ahab building a house for Baal constitutes one 
of the important features in the material which functions to 
create him a representative of the model of disfavour. This 
action can be contrasted with David's intentions to build a 
?H 
house-for Yahweh (Ii Sam. 7), and also with Josiah'a pj'pgnptnF 
of Yahweh's house. 
In contrast to Ahab's provision of a house for 
Baal, Josiah's removal of Baal' objects from the temple can 
be understood as depriving Baal of a house. But given the 
close relationship which. exist between gods and temples in 
the world of the Ancient Near East, 
112 depriving Baal of 
a house can also be understoOd'as'a diminishing of his 
power. Josiah restores Yahweh to his rightful place in his 
house by removing all the objects of Baal which suggested 
that Baal had taken up residence there. 
The links created between the kings and the houses 
of Baal (Ahab) and Yahweh (Josiah) shape them into representa- 
tives of the two contrasting models of kingship. Ahab as' 
the one who provides 9 house for Baal emerges as th6 model of 
disfavour. He creates a permanent resting place for another 
god in the exclusive domain of Yahweh. 'In contrast . Josiah 
removes alien cultic objects from the temple of Yahweh and 
so returns this building to the exclusive domain of Yahweh. 
This above all else,, creates him into a model of favour. 
Third theme 
The king's relationship to idols 
Ahab. went after idols 
(I Kings 21: 26). 
Josiah removes idols from 
, the land (II Kings 23: 24). 
I Thp accusation here levelled against Ahab, ýmust be 
placed within the context of that of vs. 25 which describes 
this king as the worst of all the kings of North and South. 
Vs. 26 occurs in a passage which has been attributed to the 
Deuteronomic redactor, 
113 
and reflects the fundamental 
M 
Deuteronomic principle that Israel must always give total 
allegiance to Yahweh. There is no room for any other god. 
Ahab stands accused of creating this room for other 
gods at. the expense of allegiance to Yahweh. The gravity 
of this action is brought out through the comparison with 
the Amorites. 114 But we are not simply given a comparison 
with the Amorl'tes, we are also told of their displacement 
by Yahweh. 
_A relationship seems to 
be created between their 
going after idols and their displacement by Yahweh. If so, 
it will carry some implications for our interpretation of 
the present accusation against Ahab. 
The displacement theme can be understood to be 
at work at two levels in the Ahab material. Like the Amorites, 
Ahab by going after idols brings upon himself the consequences 
of displacement. Vss. 27-29 seem to be an attempt to square. 
these consequences with history. At the first level of the 
displacement theme, the personal level, Yahweh's judgement 
is tempered through the introduction of the theme of repentance. 
In other words, -tbe consequences of the great sin of going 
after idols, can be tempered through repentance and a return 
to Yahweh. 
Although Ahab's repentance brings a respite to 
him (vs. 29), the consequences of his sin, his going after 
idols, will still be experienced by his dynasty. This is 
the second level at which the displacement theme functions. 
_Although 
Ahab escaped, his dynasty did not (21: 29b; II Kings 
9: 2ff; 10: 1ff). Through the delay action of the consequences 
of Ahab's worship of idols, the narrator cleverly maintains 
Ahab as a representative of the model of disfavour. 
4 
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In contrast to Ahab who went after IdQlg, jpiýjpý4 
is credited with the removal of idols from the land. He 
creates the conditions in which total allegiance can be given 
to Yahweh. He adheres to the great Deuteronomic principle 
in contrast to Ahab who did not. 
Adherence to this principle is cited as the context 
within which Josiah's removal of idols from the land is to 
be understood. This act is all part of Josiah's attempt 
to establish the words of the law book found in the temple 
by Hilkiah. Josiah is faithful to the law of Yahweh, which 
in Samuel-Kings is none other than the law of Deuteronomy. 
The relationship which is said to exist between 
the two kings and idols, reflect the contrasting models of 
kingship which they represent. As the one who embraces the 
worship of idols, Ahab emerges as a representative of the 
model of disfavour. He represents the type of kingship which 
can only lead to 
Lsaster 
and destruction. But whereas Ahab's 
going after idols can be understood as one of the many sins 
which brings disaster to his kingdom and dynasty, Josiah's 
destruction of idols represent a gallant attempt to guide 
his kingdom away from disaster. Josiah's rejections of idols 
function in the Josianic material as one of the important 
elements which create Josiah into a representative of the 
model of favour. 
Fourth-theme 
The King's attitude to child sacrifice 
Ahab allows child sacrifice Josiah destroys 
(I Kings 16: 34) the place of child 
sacrifice and 
prohibits the custom 
(II Kings 23: 10) 
293 
The placing of an act of child sacrifice within the 
reign of Ahab is surely meant to be a criticism of this king. 
The event is reported within the context of what can be inter- 
preted as a capital project which had the king's approval. 
That the event takes place "in hii days" not only links Ahab 
with the actions of Hiel but also implicates him as well. 
115 
The power invested in the kingship of Ahab is unable to pre- 
vent the most despicable of, the'alien cultic practices-infil- 
trating the cult and the exclusive cultic domain'of Yahweh. 
This, reflects the lack royal power to champion the cause 
of Yabweh. 
i Josiah unlike Ahab, is presented as a champion 
par excellence of the cult of Yahweh. The important manifesta- 
tion of this is his rejection and removal of non-Yahwistic 
cultic elements, among them the practice of child sacrifice. 
Josiah's desecration of Topheth represents another of his 
gallant attempts to halt the nation's slide to disaster and 
destruction, even as the presence of sacrifice during the 
Ahab era constitutes yet another sure sign of inevitable 
destruction. 
The two kings on the basis of our present themev 
emerge once more as representing contrasting models of kingship. 
I The act of child sacrifice performed in Ahab's kingdom during 
his reign, helps to consolidate his image as a representative 
of the royal model of disfavour. Since the prevention of 
child sacrifice is one of the important reforming acts which 
returns the cult, of the South, and redirects, -the nations 
back to the path of salvationt Josiah as the one directly 
responsible for all this becomes a supreme representative 
of the model of favour. The attitude of the kings to child 
Roo 
sacrifice creates them into ideal representatives of two 
contrasting models of kingship. 
Fifth theme 
The king-prophet relationship. 
Ahab is hostile to the 
prophet of Yahweh 
(I Kings 21: 20) 
Josiah enquires of the 
prophetess of Yahweh 
(II Kings 22: 13) 
The-prophets of Yahweh in the Ahab material are 
invariably portrayed as being in conflict with the king. 
The words which Elijah announce to Ahab in 17: 1, seem to 
set the stage for a king-prophet confrontation. The words 
attributed here to Elijah also seem to put him in control 
of Ahab's kingdom. The power of the prophet is placed over 
against that of the king. The way is wide open for conflict 
to develop between king and prophet. 
There seems however to be no direct reference to 
a hostile Ahab-prophet relationship. The nearest we get 
to this is in I Kings 21: 20. Here in the narrative recounting 
Ahab's desire for Naboth's vineyard, and Jezebel's designs 
which led to the death of Naboth and Ahab's possession of 
the vineyard, Ahab addresses Elijah as his enemy. This functions 
in the narrative to sharpen the injustice meted out by Ahab 
and Jezebel to Naboth, but it can also be understood as an 
attempt by Ahab to place himself in the right by placing 
Elijah in the wrong. 
On the basis of this understanding, Ahab's words 
constitute an expression of hostitility towards Yahweh's 
prophet Elijah. The prophet is identified as the one responsi- 
ble for the poor relationship between king and prophet. 
But given the negative image into which Ahab is created and 
2@1V 
the role of the prophets as champions of Yahweh, the responsi- 
bility for the poor king-prophet relationship must surely 
be laid at the feet of Ahab. If as we argue above, the role 
of Elijah in the Naboth narrative reflects the idea of Yahweh 
116 
as the avenger of the blood of the innocent, then Ahab's 
identification of Elijah as his enemy may also be extended 
to Yahweh. Hostility to Yahweh's prophet who announces this 
claim of Yahweh is also at the same time an expression of 
hostility towards Yahweh. , 
Josiah's relationship to the prophetess Huldah, 
seems to be the very opposite of that between Ahab and Elijah. 
Whereas the Ahab-Elijah relationship is filled with conflict 
generated by Ahab's rejection of the way of Yahweh (cf. I 
Kings 21: 17ff), Josiah seeks after the prophetess Huldah 
in order to be absolutely clear of the, way (will) of Yahweh. 
This opens the possibility for the creation of 
a good relationship between Huldah and Josiah. The king 
is presented as-one who is ready to listen to the prophetic 
word. This sets up another element of contrast between the 
two kings. Josiah's readiness to bear the prophetic word 
as delivered by Huldah Yahweh's legitimate prophetesst can 
be contrasted with Ahab's rejection of the message of Micaiah 
in I Kings 22. The-two king-prophet relationships are 
credited with producing contrasting results. Ahab's rejection 
of the word of Micaiah leads to the defeat of his country 
in battle and his death (I Kings 22: 29ff). Josiah's acceptance 
of the message of Huldah leads to an extensive reform (II 
Kings 23: 1ff) and the promise of a peaceful death (I Kings 
22: 18-20). 
The two kings are once more created into representa- 
Rep 
tives of the two contrasting models of kingship. Through 
the use of the common motif, 'the king-prophet relationship, ' 
hostility to Yahw eh's prophet shapes Ahab into a representa- 
tive of the model of disfavour, just as Josiah's resort to 
Huldah can function to create him*into a representative of 
the model of favour. 
All of the themes discussed is section threev can 
be related to the three basic themes discussed in section 
two. Although none of the five themes of section four 
were drawn out of the first of the three basic themesp i. e. 9 
'Israel legitimate dynasty, ' we sball include this theme 
in our following outline in order to maintain the link between 
our discussion in sections three and four. The relationship 
between the two sections can be set out as follows: 
Model of Disfavour 
A. 
B. 
Model of Favour 
Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Ahab did evil in the sight 
of Yahweh ...... (and) walked in the sins of Jeroboam. 
(I Kings 16: 30-31). 
Josiah did what was 
right in the eyes of 
Yahweh and walked in 
the way of David his father 
(II Kings 22: 2). 
Yahweh will bring evil 
upon Ahab, and will cut 
off from him every male 
(I Kings 21: 21). 
Yahweh promises Josiah a 
peaceful death (II Kings 
22: 20). 
The legitimate representative of Yabweh's power and presence 
Ahab walked in the sins Josiah removes all alien 
of Jeroboam (I Kings 16: 30). cultic elements from the 
temple (II Kings 23: 4ff). 
First Theme 
The king-Asherah relationship 
Ahab builds an Asherah 
T-IKings 16: 33). 
Josiah destroy the Asherah 
in the Jerusalem templeg 
and the one at Bethel 
(II Kings 23: 6,15). 
ppp 
C. The Dlace of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Ahab (and Jezebel) strength- Josiah reforms the Yahweh 
ens the cult of Baal in the cult in Jerusalem and 
North (I Kings 16: 31). Judah (II Kings 23: 1ff). 
Second Theme 
The houses (temples) of Baal and Yahweh 
Ahab builds a house Josiah purifies the house 
T-temple) for Baal (temple) of Yahweh (II 
(I Kings 16: 32). Kings 23: 4). 
Third Theme 
The king's relationship to idols 
Ahab goes after idols Josiah removes idols from 
(-IKings 21: 26). the land (II Kings 23: 24). 
Fourth Theme 
, 
The king's attitude to child sacrifice 
Ahab allows child sacrifice Josiah destroys the place 
(I Kings 16: 34). of child sacrifice and 
prohibits the custom 
(II Kings 23: 10). 
Fifth Theme 
The king-prophet relationship 
Ahab is hostile to the Josiah acquires of the 
prophets of Yahweh prophetess of 
Yahweh 
(I Kings 21: 20; 22: 7ff). 
(II Kings 22: 13). 
The themes as set out above reflect how the actions 
credited to the two kings determine the nature of the national 
cults. Ahab through his own actions leads his house (cf. 
I Kings 21; 17ff) and indeed his kingdom (cf. I Kings 17*: lff) 
to disaster. The link created between the actions of the 
king and disaster which is so prominent in the Jeroboam and 
to a lesser extent the Davidic material, is given great 
prominence in the Ahab material. 
M) 
This link is'also present in the Josianic miLtorial. 
But Josiah unlike Ahab who strengthens this link attempts 
to break it through reform. While Ahab slides the North 
further down the hill of illegitimacy to inevitable disaster, 
Josiah attempts to halt the slide by returning his kingdom 
and indeed that once occupied by Ahab, to legitimacy and 
salvation. The actions of the two kings are interpreted 
as carrying great implications for the experiences of their 
respective nations. We shall now attempt to draw out these 
implications a bit further. 
4. The Implications of the Kingship of Ahab and Josiah for the 
National Experience 
In both the Ahab and Josianic materialp a close 
relationship is created between the royal model represented 
by the king, and the type of national experience this engenders. 
Following immediately upon the very negative introduction 
to Ahab (I Kings 16: 29-34), we have Elijah proclaiming a 
drought in Israel. Although 16: 29-34 can be treated as the 
typical Deuteronomic introduction to the reign of a northern 
king, it also seems to function in a sin-judgement relationship 
to Elijah's proclamation in ch. 17. 
A national disaster is thus linked to the state 
of the cult in Israel. But since the king is always the 
one who is credited directly with the responsibility for 
the status of the national cult, it can be argued that Ahab 
is also being credited with the responsibility for the national 
disaster brought on by the drought. At a very e arly stage 
in the material of the Ahab reign, the element of disaster 
is introduced as one of the sure indicators of the type of 
M, I 
kingship represented by Ahab. It is a type which p4p p 
bring disaster to the nation. 
In spite of the judgement speech of II Kings 21: 11- 
15, the. reform of Josiah can be interpreted as at least an 
attempt to halt the slide to disaster initiated by Manasseh. 
The reform can surely be counted as aL high point of the 
national experience, coming between the apostasy of Manasseh 
and the rapid decline and destruction of the South'. Josiah 
lifts the cult to unprecedented heights and so redirects 
the nation towards Yahweh and salvation. 
But the report of the untimely death of Josiah 
(23: 29-30) like that of the inability of his reform to'halt 
the plunge to disaster (23: 26-27), seems to limit the effect 
of the model of disfavour upon the national experience of 
disaster. Indeed the harsh reality of history was that the 
disasters occurred in spite of any piety which some of the 
kings might have possessed. In this way, the idealism that 
could have been one of the outgrowths of the model of favour 
is tempered by drawing into the model the bitter experiences 
of the nation. 
These experiences are now paramount in most of 
the material of the post-Manasseh era. Josiah's reform in 
spite of all the attention given to it in the text, is surely 
little more than a temporary oasis for a nation on the march 
to certain disaster. It is Josiah's creation of this oasis 
which marks him out as a supreme representative of the model 
of favour. He demonstrates that alongside disaster, there 
are other possibilities as reflected in his thorough cultic 
reform. 
M 
It would seem therefore that both the Ahab material 
and that now attached to Josiah draw out the implications 
their kingships carried for the nation. Ahab, compounding 
and extending the sin of Jeroboam strengthens the relationship 
between disaster and the model of disfavour created in the 
Jeroboam material. He like the prototype of the model he 
represents paves the way to disaster. Josiah on the other 
hand, attempts to divert his nation from a similar path created 
by Manasseh. But the harsh reality of the national experience 
testified to the failure of these efforts of Josiah. 
In the presentation'of the kingship of Ahab and 
Josiah, we encounter two dimensions of the interpretation 
of the king: nation (history) relationship. One dimension 
presents this relationship and so the history of the nation 
as being locked into the inevitability of disaster and des- 
truction. The 'sin of Jeroboam' theme represents this theme 
in the Ahab material, whereas the 'sin of Manasseh''performs 
a similar function in the Josiah material. 
The other dimension reflects the hope that must 
have been present even within the most bitter of the experiences 
of the nation. Ahab's repentance for the death of Naboth 
(I Kings 21: 27-28) as well as Yahweh's promise not to bring 
the threatened evil upon his house during his lifetime (vs. 29), 
seem to hold out the possibility that even Ahab was not immune 
to reform. It is highly possible that the report of his 
escape from judgement also holds out the slim possibility 
that the nation he rules may also do the same. 
The dimension of hope in the Josianic material 
is juxtaposed to that which points to the inevitability of 
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disaster and destruction. The glory of Josiah's extensive 
reform is held alongside'the bitter experiences of destruction 
and exile. Hope and disaster are projectedýas the two pro- 
ducts of kingship, even if they are attributed to the two 
contrasting models-of kingship. The contrasting experiences 
of the nation find their explanations once more in the models 
of kingship. 
The contrasting experiences of hope and disaster 
are also reflected in the traditions of our next two kings 
Ahaziah and Hezekiah. But whereas in the Ahaziah material 
the king as"a representative of the model of disfavour is 
clearly one who brings disaster, Hezekiah although a represen- 
tative of the model of favour represents both hope and disaster 
for the nation. The contrasting sides of the national experi- 
ence are reflected in the kingship of Hezekiah. It is to 
the kingship of Ahaziah and Hezekiah that we now turn. In 
keeping with our approach to 'the Jeroboam and Davidic tr9di- 
tions we will be using out three major themes to isolate 
the model of kingship represented by the two kings. This 
will however be done on the presupposition that these kings. 
like those discussed before constitute a deep if not painful 
wrestling with the experiences of the nation. 
M 
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CHAPTER 
AHAZIAH AND HEZEKIAH : TWO MODEST RECREATIONS 
OF THE TWO ROYAL PROTOTYPES OF DISFAVOUR 
(JEROBOAM) AND FAVOUR (DAVID) 
1. The Delimitation of the two units 
The Ahaziah material (I Kings 22: 51 - II Kings 1: 18) 
The, story of Ahaziah is clearly marked by a 
beginning (I Kings 22: 51 Heb vs-52) and an end (II Kings 1: 18). 
These are normally treated as Deuteronomic introduction and 
conclusion. 
1 There is wide consensus on the extent of the 
material.,,, It,. has been, felt that it was probably expanded by 
the story of the king's attempt to arrest. Elijah, 
2 but on the 
whole this does not interfere with the extent of the material. 
We shall be treating I Kings 22: 51 - II Kings 1: 18 as a unit, 
combining the account of the king's reign with the story of 
a confrontation between the king and the prophet Elijah. 
r (b) The Hezekiah material (II Kings 18: 1 - 20: 21) 
This material like that discussed above, is clearly 
demareated by an introduction (18: 1-2) and a conclusion (20: 21). 
3 
Within these two points there is a collection of varied 
material, some of which seems to be far more concerned with 
the prophet Isaiah than with Hezekiah. 
4 
That the material 
now occurs within the introduction and conclusion to the reign 
of Hezekiah' seems to suggest that it is to be understood as 
having some special relationship to this king. 
5 We shall be 
touching on the function of the prophetic material 
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which has been placed within Hezekiah's reign in our next 
section. Our position is that all the material within 18: 1 - 
20: 21 can be dealt with as relating to Hezekiah. All of 
the material within this block can be seen to be crucial 
to the creation of the model of kingship represented by 
Hezekiah. We will be treating it as such. 
I 
2. The relationship of the models created around Ahaziah 
and Hezekiah as these relate to the two prototypes 
Jeroboam and David 
In this section of our discussion, we shall examine 
how closely the presentation of Ahaziah and Hezekiah relate 
to those of Jeroboam and David respectively. Using once 
more the three major themes of, 'Israel's legitimate dynasty9l 
'The legitimate representation of-Yahweh's power and presence, ' 
and 'The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult)' the relation- 
ship between the traditions of the four kings can be set 
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Once more the two kings are presented as continuing the work 
of their prototypes. Ahaziah is depicted as one who con- 
solidates the 'sins of his father' (22: 52-53) making his own 
contribution to the strengthening'of the Baal cult in his 
kingdom. Hezekiah is indeed another David. He strengthens 
the Jerusalem cult by*removing the foreign elements (18: 4). 
He thus stands as the direct opposite to Ahaziah. We shall 
now examine and compare the material relating to the two 
kings with special emphasis on how they are created into con- 
trasting models of kingship. ' 
I Kings 22: 51 - II Kings 1: 18 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
The linking of Ahaziah to Ahab his father, and to 
Jeroboam 1 (22: 52) is a link to two dynasties that are con- 
6 
demned to destruction (cf. I Kings 14: 10,11,14; 21: 20-24). 
Although there is no direct reference to the dynasty of 
Ahaziah, his introduction as a sick person (II Kings 1: 2). 
his death from his sickness now interpreted as the direct 
of a prophetic threat (1: 4) and the note that he had no sons 
(1: 17), are probably to be interpreted as the deprivation of 
a dynasty-through the direct intervention of Yahweh. The 
7 
brevity of his reign (850 - 849 B. C. ) undoubtedly added to 
this. 
Sickness and death are therefore two of the negative 
features associated with Ahaziah. His sickness, caused we 
are told by a fall through an upper window, is reported with 
few details (vs. 2). Although nothing is said about the cause 
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of the accident, Ellis claims that it was probably intended 
to be understood'as the 'punishment of a just and jealous 
Lord'. 8 According to this interpretation, the king's sick- 
ness can be viewed as a sure sign of divine judgement. 
Although the king's death is linked directly to 
his approach to 111"M MI-OT ý. Vz (vs-3), it occurs 
in the text as more or less the culmination of his sickness. 
His death is to-. be announced by Elijah in true prophetic 
fashion 
numn min? IZDK-nb 
man r1in . ): 1-1.3p T. In-0 DO T0T.. - ft. IT 
(vs. 4, cf. 6,16) 
This threat can be compared with those against Jeroboam 
(I Kings 14: 10-16) and Ahab (I Kings 21: 19). ' As with Ahab,, 
the life of the king is threatened because of his support for 
a religion other than that of Yahweh. Therd is a close 
"? K (14: 9) affinity between Jeroboam's allegiance to* Will, A 
and Ahaziah's approach to 3-13T '77-3 One must assume 
of course that the threat against Jeroboam's house includes 
him (Jeroboam) as well. If so, the tendency of the two kings 
to worship gods other than Yahweh is cited as the reason for 
their demise. 
The 'fate' of Jeroboam is extended to Ahaziah through 
the phrase which accuses him of walking 
(I Kings 22: 53). This aligns him extremely closely to the 
prototype of disfavour. The prophetic confrontation 
recounted in 1: 3-16 clearly confirms that Ahaziah is to be 
numbered among the illegitimate kings of the North who 
adhere to the 'sin' of Jeroboam. When we compare the threat 
of-death against Ahaziah with the miraculous cure of Hezekiah 
ala 
(II Kings 20: 1-11), we are probably encountering similar 
legendary embellishments that now function to create the 
kings into particular royal models. Just as Hezekiah's cure 
is to be closely linked to his fufictioning as a model Davidic 
king, 9 so Ahaziah's sickness and his early death can be seen 
to highlight his non-Davidic status as king. This is more 
directly highlighted in the report of his'attempts to consult 
: ). I: )T ý711 and his attempt to arrest Elijah. '17' 
These two acts clearly separate him from the ideal kings of 
the legitimate Davidic dynasty. His own status is therefore 
to be understood as being the opposite to that of the ideal 
Davidic kings of the South, as these are reflected in 
the presentations of Josiah and Hezekiah. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
The accusation against Ahaziah which reads 
Iýn nill? 141r; V. 2q i7yn 
nvý -Vq 410r 
(VS. 52 (Eng. ), 53 (Heb). 
marks this king out as a supporter of the bull shrines of Dan 
and Bethel. Dietrich attributes the above phrase to Dtr G. 
listing it as one of the many similar forms to be found in the 
10 books of Kings. There is no other reference to 
in the Ahaziah material. It seems however that the close link 
created between the actions of Ahaziah, ml, 11 '17ZI 
Cpl., accuses and those of Jeroboam 
Ahaziah of identifying the bull symbols of the North with 
Yahweh's power and presence even as Jeroboam is accused of 
doing. 11- 
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13 71? to be understood as 
12 This would tie in with the description of 
Jeroboam's action as The nature of 
Jeroboam's sin is therefore kept alive and to the fore of 
the reader's mind. Its 'imposition' upon Ahaziah points to 
the claim that it was st'ill very active during the reign of 
Ahaziah. In this way, the theme of the use of cultic symbols 
other than the Ark in Jerusalem is sustained. The theme con- 
tinues to maintain the incompatibility between the religion 
of North and South. 
ltýis highly unlikely that there were any attempts 
after Jeroboam I to reduce the Northern cult's independence 
of that of Judah and Jerusalem. The reform of Jehu in spite 
of its strong pro-Yahweh thrust, is still depicted as main- 
taining this independence (cf. II Kings 10: 31). The under- 
standing behind 22: 52 seems to suggest that the failure to 
do so deprived all the people of the North of a proper 
allegiance to the Jerusalem t. emple containing the Ark. -There 
is therefore behind the verse the conviction that the temple 
with the Ark is Yahweh's only legitimate shrine. 13 No other 
symbol purporting to represent Yahweh's power and presence is 
to be tolerated. 
The report of the king's allegiance to Baal 
(I Kings 22: 53) and Baal of Ekron (II Kings 1: 2) serve to 
compound the. Jeroboam-like sin of the North. 
14 That the 
serving and worship of Baal is partly described by casting 
Ahaziah into a similar anti-Yahwistic mould as his father, 
recalls the. strong Baalistic leanings reported of Ahab 
(I Kings 16: 31-32). The building of a house and altar for 
Baal are presented as the apex of these tendencies of Ahab. 
Pgo 
One is therefore tempted to interpret the comparison of 
Ahaziah with Ahab in the context of the latter's support of 
Baal. Ahaziah can therefore be viewed as supporting the 
Baalistic innovations of his father. 
In the light of all this, the house (temple) built 
by Ahab for Baal will b6 one of the anti-Yahwistic cultic symbols 
supported by Ahaziah and other members of his kingdom. 'Indeed 




the two last words can be interpreted to mean that the king was 
involved in a cultic act in the temple of Baal. As is the case 
in the Ahab material,, the house (temple) of Baal is probably 
being presented-as a rival shrine to the Jerusalem temple. It 
therefore stands as an affront to the legitimate representation 
of Yahweh's power and presence. 
Once again the North is highlighted as a non., 
Yahwistic place primarily 
legitimate shrine and the 
is the absence of Ark and 
that continues to deprive 
representation of Yahwehi 
placed on the lips of the 
because of the absence of Yahweh's 
presence of that of another god. It 
temple as instigated by Jeroboam 
the North of the only legitimate 
B power and presence. The words 
angel- of Yahweli and Elijah, '0732DT1 . I. - 
(VS-3) 01711'7ý 1.3; n can be understood as an affirmation 
of Yahweh's presence as well as his availability even in the 
North. These are affirmed in spite of all the anti-Yahwistic 
accusations. levelled at Ahaziah and the people of the North. 
In spite of this however, the cult of the North, is not 
presented as being other than illegitimate, not least because 
of the illegitimate symbols of Yahweh's power and presence. 
C. The place of thelegitimate Yahweh cult 
There are several references to the status of the 
northern cult in the Ahaziah material. These occur in theý 
introduction to the reign (I Kings 22: 51-53) and in the story of 
the confrontation with Elijah (II Kings 1: 2-16).. The first unit 
touches on the likeness of Ahaziah to his parents : 11ý.. 
4, 
iZDK J. "I-M-1 I, 9DK This comparison recalls the 'way' 
of Ahab, and Jezebel as recorded in the Ahab material 
26 , As we 
have already seen, the policies of these two are presented as 
being diametrically opposed to the way of Yahweh. 17 Indeed 
the two are constantly accused of threatening the Yahweh cult. 
The same is said to obtain under Ahaziah. His comparison with 
his parents focuses attention on the anti-Yahwistic trend that 
is normally, credited to the North. 
Another statement within the first unit recalls once 
again the Ahab/Jezebel tradition and so underlines the 
illegitimacy of the northern cult. This is captured in the 
verse : 
ib 8-iinile! l -rb. 7 -L g 
(vS. 54 Heb). 
Our main interest in this verse as it relates to the section 
under discussion,, is its reference to the worship of Baal in 
the North. The Baal here is-clearly to be understood as the 
Canaanite deity, to be closely related to Baalzebub of Ekron 
of II Kings 1: 2ff. 
18 The phrase, reads like a stereotyped 
rejection of-rival deities and has been widely attributed to 
the Deuteronomic group. 
19 But it also pinpoints the crucial 
PýR 




That Baal is here said to be worshipped in the 
North suggests at the same time that the Yahweh cult was not 
at its strongest there. That Yahweh is described as being 
provoked to angeris simply another way of emphasizing the. 
non-Yahwistic elements in the cult of the North. In Samuel - 
Kings., provoking the anger of Yahweh is invariably linked to 
the patronizing of foreign cults (cf. I Kings 16: 33; 11 Kings 
23: 26). The cultic status which Ahaziah is accused of 
imposing on the North, and which provokes Yahweh to anger., 
can be compared with the similar acts of Ahab, and also those 
of Jeroboam I. 
Within the second unit (II Kings 1: 2-16), there seems 
to be a different approach to the nature of the northern cult. 
The difference is of course partly due to a source other than 
21 
the one in the first unit', being present in the second one. 
But it is largely achieved through the introduction of Elijah. 
This helps to strengthen the polemical thrust against the 
northern cult. The words attributed to Ahaziah in vs. 2, 
N at '737Z; I-Z; 17 31 . IT '9ý= Mý7ý-DK 
once sets the stage for the ensuing conflict between king and 
prophet. 
Two elements of Ahaziah's comment impinge right 
away upon the narrator's presentation of the cult of the 
North. One is simply the reference to a god other than 
Yahweh who is thought to have the power to cure the king of 
his sickness. The theme of other gods is therefore picked up 
from I Kings 22: 54. The retort of the angel 
22 
and Elijah 
represent attack on the position of those who would resort to 
323 
gods other than Yahweh. 
The question posed first by the angel and then by 
Elijah about the presence of a god in Israel (vss. 3,6,16), has 
an ironic slant to it. Elijah is prompted by none other than 
the angel of Yahweh, and this reminds the reader of the availa- 
bility of Yahweh if he is, consulted. Ahaziah's refusal to do 
just this is a denial of Yahweh's availability if not his presence. 
There is surely some significance in the description of 
Baalzebub as the god of Ekron. His domain of Ekron is completely 
outside of Israel, the domain of Yahweh. Ahaziah is identified 
as a threat to this domain, not through the introduction of alien 
gods like some of the other kings of-the North, especially Ahab, 
but by refusing to accept that Yahweh's power is always operative 
in Israel. Resort to the god of Ekron functions in the narrative 
as a denial of Yahweh the God of Israel. 
The move from Israel to Ekron can probably be compared 
with the move from Jerusalem to Dan and, Bethel. If 'Israel' is 
understood as the religious community comprising both North and 
South, then the move from Israel to Ekron like that from Jerusalem 
to Dan and Bethel, is a move away from legitimacy to illegitimacy. 
Ahaziah continues like his predecessor to compound the illegi- 
timate cultic status of the North. 
This status is also empbasised through the theme of the 
king-prophet tension. It links up with a similar theme in the Ahab 
material where Elijah is presented as the chief protagonist against 
the non-Yahwistic trends of Ahab and Jezebel. There is conflict 
between the prophet who delivers the message of Yahweh (cf. I Kings 1: 3) 
and the king who rejects the message (cf. I Kings 1: 7ff). Rejection of the word of 
504 
Yahweh as spoken by his prophet, can be interpreted as 'an 
indication of a low'receptivity by king and people. 
23 
As in the Ahab material, Elijah is presented as 
being engaged in a struggle to preserve the religion of 
Yahweh in a hostile environment. The hostility is reflected 
in at least two ways. Týe first is through the sending of 
Gray claims that this term points to 
the 'organization of a professional standing army'. which 
according to him, is'a feature of the Hebrew monarchy. 
24 
Montgomery/Gehman point out the relationship between the term 
and the Akkadian rabhanga 
an Ihonourable title'. 
25 
noting that the Hebrew term is 
The narrator cleverly places 
members of Israelts professional army over against Yahweh's 
prophet. The very idea of such a conflict discredits the 
religious standing of king and people. 
The second way in which the hostility of the 
environment in which'Elijah finds himself is expressed,, is 
through the attempt to arrest him because of his criticism 
of the king. Montgomery/Gehman have drawn attention to the 
'subtle progress' in the reports of the attempts to arrest 
the prophet. 
26 In spite of the 'personal supplication, 27-of 
the third Q'I*n-i7 the theme of king- prophet confrontation 
is still maintained. The introduction of the 11111? j: OC 
(vs. 15) is. indeed the reintroduction of the one who functions 
in vs-3 as the initiator of the confrontation. But his 
reintroduction helps to sustain the conviction that the way 
of the king and indeed his u-4zDn-"%'7 is diametrically 0... -9 
opposed to the way of Yahweh as reflected in his angel and 
prophet. 
The, North is therefore depicted as being devoid of 
30 
an awareness of Yahweh. This is to assume of course that 
the cultic disposition attributed to the king, is to be 
28 understood as'extending to his entire kingdom as well. 
Although the narrative as it now stands (I Kings 1: 2ff), is 
surely more concerned with the role of the legitimate Yahweh 
prophet in the non-Yahwiitic North, than with the details of 
cultic status of the North, yet its primary concern serves 
to highlight the definite opinion, on, the northern cult that 
the narrative conveys. This opinion is that this cult, 
unlike the legitimate Yahweh cult, so ably reflected in his 
prophet, is illegitimate. 
(b) II Kings 18: 1 - 20: 21 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Hezekiah, like all the other kings of the South, 
is portrayed as having an indisputable Davidic pedigree. The 
kingdom of Judah unlike the northern kingdom Israel, was 
able to maintain a single royal line,, that of David. 29 The 
narratives of I& II Kings draw our attention however, to 
what are to be understood as deviations from the Davidic 
ideal, David himself. 30 Thus Solomon (I Kings 11: 4), 
Abijam (15: 3), Ahaz (II Kings 16: 12), and most of all 
Manasseh (II Kings 21), are all presented as deviations 
from the Davýdic ideal. 
Not so Hezekiah. He is introduced as an ideal 
descendant of David 
nt; n ý7. 
(18: 3 
Here proper representation of the Davidic dynasty is inter- 
preted in terms of 'doing right' before Yahweh. Legitimate 
ape 
dynasty becomes closely bound up with legitimate response 
to Yahweh. This. verse which is normally treated as part 
31 of a Deuteronomic introduction to the reign oý Hezekiah, 
seems to be pointing to the tradition about the piety of the 
king (cf-19: 1-7,14-19). 
The same can probably be said about the claim being 
made in vs-5 : 
I olltl-O 11""MS1 
32 
This claim seems to place Hezekiah in a unique position among 
the other kings of Judah. The statement recalls that made 
of Josiah (cf. 22: 25), and probably reflects a standard 
33 commentary on the reforming kings of Judah. The reform of 
the cult as another manifestation of the king's piety, con- 
stitutes another dimension to the Davidic model into which 
he is cast. 
Hoffmann claims that vs. 5 reflects the literary 
technique of the Deuteronomic group, used primarily to impose 
a peculiar stamp upon what in his view is'the cult history 
of I and 11 Kings. 
34 Gray on the other hand, thinks that the 
phrase 1130 ;, tn lem appears somewhat awkwardl' in P r: "W 
y 
35 He argues that the verse, and is probably a later addition 
the verse clearly indicates that David has been at least 
forgotten'among Hezekiah's predecessors 
?6 It seems however 
that the reference to David in vs. ý places some restrictions 
on the interpretation ofvs. 5- 'The praise being heaped upon 
Hezekiah in vs-5 is obviously to be interpreted in the light 
of vs-3. His performance in the area of Yahweh-King relation- 
ship is therefore to be viewed as another of the David-like 
qualities of Hezekiah. 
HT 
The same can be said of the comment containgd jp 
vs . 7. The statement 
ýM% nIMI nim recalls similar 
statements about David. - 
3r#. Here as in the Davidic material, 
we are surely dealing with an idealistic and pietistic image 
of the king that has been shaped by the understanding of the 
relationship between success and allegiance to Yahweh. 
38 
The 
result of the imposition of this image upon Hezekiah is 
creation of a Davidic model. This stands extremely close to 
the Davidic prototype as reflected in vs-3. 
The story of the sickness and cure of Hezekiah 
(20: 1-11), can be interpreted as a commentary on the piety 
of the king. de Vries refers'to it as a 'good over evil 
39 
story'. The 'good' will be of course not only the work of 
Yahweh and Isaiah, but also the piety displayed by the king. 
40 
But if the story represents a 'typical attitude toward the 
Davidic kingship' as reflected in material associated with 
41 'Judahite prophets' as de Vrieev claims, then the story 
contains a positive attitude towards the Davidic dynasty. The 
king's piety and his cure indeed constitute a reaffirmation 
of the Davidic dynasty. Personal piety extends beyond the 
person of the king and reflects favourably upon the dynasty to 
which he belongs. 
This reflection is made stronger by the double 
reference to David in vss. 5-6. The first reference employs 
the name David as part of an identification of Yahweh : 
o9*99*a99i nm-nv The god of David 
711 *NI'? K is the one who responds to the king's possible .V.. ..: 
death (vs. 1b), with the promise of life. This link between, 
Yahweh, David and Hezekiah helps to cement the close relation- 
ship between Yahweh and the dynasty to which the two kings 
328 
belong. The same is true of the second reference to DaVidl 
In this reference, David is cited as. the reason why Yahweh's 
salvation is experienced by Hezekiah and Jerusalem (vs. 6). 
Hezekiah is once more closely alinged to David. His salvation 
becomes one of the direct benefits'derived from membership 
of the Davidic dynasty, 
But a critical examination of the Hezekiah material 
reflects what can be regarded as 
to the king's status as a member 
Hezekiah is clearly listed as an 
is normally regarded as Israel's 
that of David (cf. 18: 3,20: 5-6). 
the story about the visit of the 
19) imposes a negative stamp not 
possibly upon the Davidic dynast 
two contrasting approaches 
of the Davidic dynasty. 
outstanding member of what 
only legitimate dynasty, 
It, seems however that 
Babylonian-envoys (20: 12- 
only upon Hezekiah but 
y as well. 
This negative stamp is contained in vss. 17-19. , 
Vss. 17-18 pronounce judgement upon the Davidic dynasty 
by declaring that the sons (descendants) of Hezekiah and 
all their possessions will be taken to Babylon. Clements 
find in these verses, a clear reference to the surrender 
to the king of Babylon by Jehoiachin in 598. It was however 
placed in its present context in the Hezekiah material, since 
the events of 598, 
".... cried out for explanation since 
it appeared to make nonsense to all 
the hopes which the accounts of 
Jerusalem's deliverance in Sennacherib's 
time had intended to foster.,, 42 
The verses according to this view, are attempting to square a 
bitter national experience with all the traditions about the 
function of the Davidic dynasty (and Jerusalem) as a channel 
I 
49.9 
of Yahweh's salvation. 
It as Ackroyd claims, the two stories of ch. 20 
combine the themes of judgement, exile, restored life and con- 
tinuing rule, 
43 then the threat, against Hezekiah's descendants 
must be balanced by the more favourable presentation of Hezekiah. 
His dynasty is threatened, but in the wider context of Hezeklah 
material the special relationship between Yahweh and the Davidic 
dynasty is in no way severed. 
This seems to be exactly the point that is being 
made in vs. 19. Vs. 19a seems to be making Hezekiah accept the 
judgement pronounce by Isaiah as the just consequences for 
his flirtations with Babylon. The piety attached to Hezekiah 
in the earlier material is present once more. But vs. 19b 
attaches an ulterior motive to Hezekiah's reflection of piety. 
The narrator skilfully uses his knowledge of the exact time 
when Hezekiah's descendants were taken to Babylon to temper 
any lofty conclusions about this king's piety which vs. 19a 
may be inclined to create. At the same time howeverp the 
reference to the peace and security in Hezekilah's days affirms 
the salvation experienced by this king primarily because he 
is a member of the Davidic dynasty. 
It can be safely claimed in the light of our discussionp 
that the high esteeem often bestowed upon the Davidic dynasty 
is very much at work in the Hezekiah material. In spite of 
the threat against Bezekiah's sons, the Davidic dynasty is 
still presented as being bound up with Yahweh's power to save 
his people. The dynasty is still depicted as having a signifi- 
cance which extends far beyond Itself. It seems to constitute 
the key to the future of the nation. 
44 Hezekiah isgiven a 
crucial role in shaping this future. It is through him that 
M 
the Davidic,, dynasty maintains the important link betw@@n 
kingship and the national experienceý while affirming the 
status of the Davidic dynasty as Israel's legitimate-dynasty. 
B. The legitimate representation. of Yahweh's power and presence 
Of the four acts of reform credited to Hezekiah (18: 4), 
the destruction of Nehushtan relates directly to this section 
of our discussion. Along with the Ark, this cultic object 
probably represented a legitimat6 symbol of Yahweh's power 
and presence among his people. That the cultic object was 
linked to Moses probably helped to strengthen its function 
as a legitimate cultic object of the Jerusalem cult. 
It seems however that the fate of Nehushtan reintro- 
duces the question of its legitimacy as a symbol of the Yahweh 
cult. Reported as it is in the context of the king's removal 
of other cultic symbols, it is clearly to be understood as. 
a reform move. Its removal can be interpreted as a re-affirma- 
tion of the significance and cultic status of another important 
cultic symbol of the Jerusalem cult, the Ark. 
I 
The narrator goes beyond the report of the removal, 
of Nehushtan and reports its total destruction. It is totally 
and completely removed from its position of prominence in the 
Yahweh cult. It is also highly possible that the narrator 
is also pointing to another dimension of the destruction of 
Nehushtan. Its destruction can also be understood as a relega- 
tion to the siate of powerlessness. 
The king's removal of other cultic symbols is pro- 
bably a reminder that these symbols represent the power and 
presence of gods other than Yahweh. All three of the eymbols 
M 
mentioned, the high places, the pillars and the Aphpr4h; gr@, 
thought to be Canaanite, with the pillars (massebahs) and 




As symbols of the Canaanite cult, they become for 
the narrator, rivals of the legitimate Yahweh cult. Their 
removal'like the removal of Nehushtan, affirms the central 
importance of the temple with the Ark, as the only legitimate 
representation of Yahweh's power and presence. 
The status and crucial importance of, tbe Ark and 
the temple is also reiterated in the report of Hezekiah's 
resort to the temple in a time of extreme crisis (19: 1,14ff). 
46 
In a dramatic'way, one is led to hold the power attributed 
to the Rabshekah (18: 19ff), over against that of Yahweh as-, 
symbolised in his temple. 
47 The king'-s going to the house 
of Yahweh stands in the narrative as a recourse to the true 
source of power-. The temple with the Ark becomes the place 
from where Yahweh's power and presence emanate. 
This last point is further emphasised through Hezekiah's 
prayer (19: 15-19). Clements points out that this prayer brings 
out forcibly the polem-ic against other gods. 
48 This can hardly 
be denied. It seems however that a peculiar thrust is given 
to the prayer by closely linking it to the temple. 
Gray finds in the description of Yahweh as the one 
who is enthroned above the cherubim (19: 15), a direct reference 
to the place in the temple where Hezekiah should be understood 
to be. This is the Holy of Holies where the Ark symbolising 
the presence of Yahweh rested. 
49 Montgomery/Gehman in a similar 
vein, draw a comparison between the report of David before 
the Ark (II Sam. 7: 18ff), and Hezekiah's position as described 
in 19: 14.50 
33R 
It seems however that 19: 14-15 can also draw our 
attention to the very close relationship between the Ark and 
temple on one hand, and the relationship between these and 
Yahweh's power and presence to save. The Ark residing in the 
temple, functions in the prayer as a crucial link between king 
and people, and Yahweh. Ark and temple together constitute 
the legitimate symbol of Yahweh's power and presence in Jerusalem 
and Judah. 
On the basis of our discussion above, we can claim 
that the concern for the legitimate representation cif Yahweh's 
power and presence is also to be found in the Hezekiah material. 
Like Josiah, Hezekiah is depicted as the pious king who reclaims 
the temple as the exclusive domain of Yahweh. His resort to 
the temple and the Ark in the time of crisis helps to reaffirm 
the importance of these symbols as representations of Yahweh's 
power and presence in Israel. 
C, The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
That Jerusalem is the place of the legitimate Yahweh 
cult, is strongly asserted in the Hezekiah material. The assertion 
is contained in the report of the reform of Hezeklah (18: 4)p the 
work and support attributed to Isaiah (19: 2ff), and probably most 
of all, in the reports about the deliverance of Jerusalem from 
the Assyrians (19: 6ff). 
The reform credited to Hezekiah in 18: 4 has evoked much 
scholarly debite. Its historicity has been questioned by a large 
group of scholars. 
51 One of the earliest critics to do so was 
Wellhausen who deemed the reform a 'pious fraud. 
52 This negative 
approach has however been rejected by Alt, von Rad, and Noth. 
These scholars accept the 'good historical value' of the report in 
81: 4.53 It has also been argued that what occurs in 18: 4 is 
033 
actually a compressed account of a more extensive report, 
54 
It seems however that the report of a reform by 
Hezekiah should probably be accorded more theological than 
historical significance. It has been pointed out by several 
scholars that the nb. zzp 11'ItK . all of and 
which are mentioned in 18: 4, are traditional Deuteronomic 
marks of apostasy 
P5 Týeir removal through reform is 
therefore to be treated as one of the climaxes of history as 
56 
presented in Samuel-Kings. The action of Hezekiah there- 
fore serves to affirm the legitimacy of the Jerusalem cult. 
Although the figure of Isaiah could have been a 
later introductioninto the Hezekiah tradition, 51 he now 
plays a crucial role in the material. The king-prophet 
relationship is seen to be a crucial factor relating to the 
survival of king and nation (cf. 19: 2ff; 20: lff). It is in 
19: 2 that the relationship is introduced into the material. 
The sending of Eliakim. and Shebna to Isaiah must of course be 
viewed against the background of the*crisis reported in 
18: 13-16,17-37. The theme of the crucial role of the legiti- 
mate Yahweh prophet in the affairs of the South, is also 
present. He is represented as an intermediary between king and 
people, and the saving power of Yahweh. 
But the salvation of Yahweh is seen as directed towards 
Jerusalem. The unit which is concerned primarily with the 
salvation of Jerusalem in the face of an Assyrian attack, 
18: 13 - 19: 37, consists of two separate accounts of the event. 
58 
The first account corresponds well with a similar account in the 
Assyrian annals. 
59 , The se'cond account 18: 17 - 19: 37 which 
represents some legendary developments of the account in 
18: 13-16s 
60 
has probably been buttressed by an element of Zion 
334 
theology. 61' indeed the term O"OlDn ZVO 711 
V 
referring as it does to the. Ark, in the Jerusalem temple, 62 
points not only to the legitimate symbol of Yahweh's power 
and presence$ but also to where ttds symbol. is to be found. 
The exact relationship of Isaiah-to the Assyrian 
assault on Jerusalem bet-ween 701 - 705 B. C. is still far from 
63 
clear. The narrative of 19: 1-37 assligns to him a very 
powerful role. He is credited with averting the Assyrian 
threat thus ensuring the salvation of Jerusalem. The threat 
against the king of. Assyria : .- 11 U11MV VMVI nII 13 11 . 13 ')33ol inn 07m) 1.9n, 55ij-71 ix-IK, 7 
(19: 7) 
stresses the futility of his attack on Jerusalem. But vs. 7 
along with vs. 6 contain what Gray seems to suggest are some 
significant words. These are lwv; qslý 1ý (vs. 6), 
and nri (vs. 7). 64. Whereas the first declare; the retort 
of the king of Assyria as blasphemy, the second points to the 
subservient status of the king's servants. The term nri 
on the other hand, points to the linvasive supernatural 
influence' of Yahweh 
ý5_ Coming as they do in a prophetic 
speech, he is depicted as stressing divine protection in the 
face of the direct threat to Jerusalem. 
The same idea surfaces in vss. 21-34. Kaiser has 
maintained tha't'of these verses, vss. 32; 34 constitute a 
basic prophecy,, and vss. 21-31 a later addition. 
66 Clements 
however finds three prophecies (vss. 21-28,29-31, and 32-34) 
within the complex. 
67. The entire unit'is concerned with the 
protection of Jerusalem. Using the division of Clements,, the 
first 'propbecyl is directly addressed to the king of Assyria. 
His assault on Jerusalem is presented as a direct affront to 
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the power of Yahweh. The 'assumed' power, of, the king is 
contrasted with that, of Yahweh the one who-is in absolute 
control of history (21-27). Vs. 28 declares that the king 
will suffer the same-'barbarous Assyrian custom' that was 
handed out to the defeated enemies of Assyria. 
68, The 
prophet is thus made to'pronounce-the judgement of Yahweh 
upon the one, who threatens his legitimate sanctuary. 
Within vss. 29-31, there is a direct address to 
Hezekiah that affirms hope in the context of the report of 
the threat of the Assyrians. Here the coming salvation of' 
Jerusalem is reported in terms of abundance and the survival 
of the remnant. 
69ý The presence of the term nirin vs. 29 
has led Montgomery/Gehman to find some analogies with 
Is-7: 10ff and ch. 19.70 A genuine'Isdianic flavour is 
therefore imposed upon the material. The prophet becomes 
the one who is able not only to save Jerusalem from disaster, 
but ensures the survival of its inhabitants and those of 
Judah. 
The third 'prophecy' cements the closelink that 
is being created between Isaiah and the escape of Jerusalem 
from destruction at the hands of the Assyrians. This is 
very strongly expressed in vs-32 
TI. De 
ItO has long been'detected that the above verse, alluding. to 
the failure of Sennacherib to attack Jerusalem, does not 
agree with this ruler's own dt--scription of his campaign of 
701.71 In keeping with the biblical account of 18: 17-19: 379 
Jerusalem which is. presented as having a special relationship 
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with Yahweh, is accorded divine protection. What we have 
I 
at work in vs-32-is probably a reflection of what Clements 
has termed special beliefs about the presence of Yahweh in 
the Jerusalem sanctuary. 
72 
Given all that we have said above, it. does seem 
that the prophetic figurb of Isaiah functions in the 
Hezekiah material to assert the crucial role of Jerusalem 
in the Yahweh-Judah relationship. The tradition of the 
prophet is therefore closely bound up with that about Yahweh's 
protection'of Zion. 
71ý' The legitimacy of the Jerusalem cult 
is articulated in terms of the futility of the Assyrians in 
attempting to destroy it. But it is also articulated in 
terms of the special relationship between Yahweh and David : 
gý im 12 ng. T -n -7 tj rl 3 i -1 37 
9: 34 
It is undoubtedly the entire Davidic dynasty that is the 
'focal point' here. 74 Yahweh, his prophet Isaiah and the 
Davidic dynasty are therefore all given a very special 
relationship to Yahweh's legit imate sanctuary in Jerusalem. 
3. Ahaziah and Hezekiah as models of disfavour and favour as 
this is determined by the kings' attitude to alien deities 
and the prophet of Yahweh 
The king's attitude to alien deities 
Ahaziah served and wor- Hezekiah removed the high 
sFiTp-pe'd Baal places, broke down the pillars, 
(I Kings 22: 54a) and cut down the Asherah 
(II Kings 18: 4) 
The two kings are credited with responses to alien 
deities that are directly opposite to each other. Ahaziah is 
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depicted as being totally committed to Baal. 
75 The &qpUpgtjon 
that Ahaziah served Baal and worshipped him (cf. I Kings 16: 31), 
can also be-interpreted as a subtle hint that the Icing's 
allegiance was misplaced. The verb rendered 'serve' (R. S. V. ) 
76 
can also be rendered 'to work for another. It Can indicate 
a measure of control over the one who is doing the serving 
by the one who is being served. If so, Ahaziah's relationship 
to Baal can be seen as moving beyond the point of mere worship 
to a state of domination. 
Indeed the word translated 'worship' (R. S. V. ) can 
be rendered to 'bowl or 'stoop down. ' but can also mean to 
prostrate before a monarch in superior homage. 
77 All these 
meanings convey the idea of subserviance. The king's relation- 
ship to Baal'is presented as one in which, he is subjected to 
an alien deity who. is far more powerful than himself., But 
what is even more important, he is giving the type of allegiance 
to another god that should be given only to Yahweh. This above 
all else, creates him into a model of disfavour. 
Hezekiah's reform measures as set out in I Kings 
18: 4 marks him out as a model of favour. The reform motif 
is once more put to work to emphasise the cultic importance 
of the Jerusalem temple. At the same time it enhances the 
image of the king who carries out the reform. Hezekiah 
reclaims for Yahweh what had been illegitimately cast under 
the domain of another god. 
The removal of the objects mentioned can be inter- 
preted as a direct assault upon the deities they represent. 
In contrast to Ahaziah, Hezekiab is presented as being in 
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absolute control of the alien deities worshipped in his 
kingdom. Their removal becomes a rejection of their claim 
over king and people. 
The two kings, by virtue of their response to non- 
Yahwistic cults, become contrasting models of kingship. The 
relationship created between Ahaziah and Baal makes him 
into one who rejects the cult of Yahweh. This points is 
firmly made through Elijah's question about his approach to 
Baalzebub of Ekron (II Kings 1: 3b). Ahaziah embodies the 
most important element which i's used in the creation of 
the model of disfavour in Samuel-Kings, the worship of a 
god or gods other than Yahweh. The element of disfavour is 
sharpened by placing Baalzebub outside of Israel. The total 
rejection of the religion of other peoples and their gods 
which is a very strong theme in Samuel-Kings functions here 
to create Ahaziah into a representative of the model of 
disfavour. 
On the other hand, Hezekiah's support of the 
Yahweh cult, especially his acts of reform place him in a 
special relationship to Yahweh. His rejection of alien 
cultic symbols and consequently the gods they representg singles 
him out as a fervent champion of the Yahweh cult. This 
probably more than any other deed credited to him, identifies 
him as a royal model of favour. 
(ii) The king-Is cultic response to his sickness 
Ahaziah seeks help Hezekiah prays to Yahweh 
from Baalzebub of (II King's 20: 2) 
Ekron. (II Kings 1: 2) 
0 
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In the light of the question posed in II King@ 
1: 2bp 6b and 16, Ahaziah's attempt to consult Baalzebub about 
his illness is interpreted as an outright betrayal of Yahweh. 
But these verses also wrestle with the question of how much, 
and indeed what type of power can be ascribed to gods other 
than Yahweh. This power as reflected in the command of 
Abaziab , 
is directly related to the ability to know the future. VS-3 
however insists that this ability is also that of Yahweh. 
Again the narrator seems to assume that both Yahweh and 
Baalzebub exist. It seems therefore that it is primarily 
Yahweh's prerogative in Israel as opposed to his power vis- 
a-vis that of Baalzebub, that is the basic concern of the 
narrator. 
The cultic response of the king is therefore 
approached from this angle. That there is a God in Israel 
which of course is the presupposition of the narrator, casts 
Ahaziah into the mould of a traitor to Yahweh. Here is one 
of the most important elements in his creation into a model 
of disfavour. The crucial role of the king in the relation- 
ship between Yahweh and people is definitely at work. 
78 
Ahaziah becomes one who destroys rather than cements and 
strengthens this relationship. His response to his sickness 
thus becomes in the narrative an indicator of the religious 
characteristics that, separate him from true Yahwism. 
Hezekiah's response to his sickness creates him 
instantly into a model of favour. His response is one of 
prayer, which presente him as a man of piety. It is this 
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theme of the king's piety that is emphasized in the words 
of the prayer: 
Then Hezekiah turned his face to the wall 
and prayed ..... "Remember now 0 Lord I. beseech thee, how I have walked before thee 
in faithfulness and witha whole heart, and 
have done what is good in thy right. " 
(Vss. 2-3) 
Gray points out that report about the king turning his face 
to the wall should be understood as 'a symbolic act of 
renunciation''of the world and turning to God alone. 
79 it 
therefore represents a high point in the pious response of 
the king to his illness and its outcome as pronounced by 
Isaiah in vs. 1. This functions to create him into a model 
of favour. 
But it is the content of the prayer that reveals 
the true piety of the king. We may note how the relationship 
between Yahweh and the king is underlined as being genuine 
and indeed perfect. The king is said to walk before Yahweh 
in 'truth, ' and with a 'whole heart. ' The 'truth' of 
Hezekiah's response to. Yahweh, to which his resort to prayer 
can be seen to lend some support, can be contrasted with 
Ahaziah's denial of 'truth, ' i. e., the availability of Yahweh 
to respond to his sickness. The two kings therefore stand 
as direct opposites. 
I The narrator of the Hezekiah prayer, like the 
narrator of Ahaziab's attempts to consult Ba'alzebubg touches 
directly on the power of Yahweh. But it is Hezekiah who is 
made out to be the one who acknowledges this power. That he 
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touches on Yahweh's power to remember his actions In tho p4ptv 
seems to point to Yahweh's ability to control both past and 
present. But it is especially with Yahweh's power in the 
present as well as in the future, that the prayer is directly 
concerned. This power will obviougly be manifested in the 
cure of the king. 
The entire response of the two kings to their 
sickness functions to create' them into particular models of 
kingship. The response of Ahaziah is now shaped to depict 
him as forsaking Yahweh for another god. Its present shape 
therefore greatly assists in creating Ahaziah into a model 
of disfavour. The story of Hezekiah's response to his sickness 
has the opposite effect. He is presented as a man of piety 
who appeals to the power and mercy of Yahweh. This plays 
a crucial part in his formation into'a model of favour. 
(iii) Yahweh's message concerning the king's sickness, in 
the light of his response 
Ahaziah will not recover 
from his illness but will 
die, 
(1: 4). 
Ilezekiah will be healed 
and will go to the house 
of Yahweh, 
(20: 5). 
The message of Yahweh concerning the outcome of 
Ahaziah's sickness, is related directly to his attempt to 
consult Baalzebub of Ekron. Thus the refusal to call upon 
Yahweh has death as its direct consequence. The fate of the 
king is graphically related in vs. 4. His going up is placed 
over against his not coming down. His bed becomes the place 
of death. . The king is condemned, first of all, to a 
34A 
static state of impotence. But the ultimate outcome of 
Yahweh's judgement upon him is death (. IIIDý IliD IV ). There 
is therefore, a move from sickness, to confinement to a 
sick bed,, t-o death. 
I 
The link between Yahweh's judgement and infidelity 
to the Yahweh cult recalls similar links in the prophetic 
literature. 80 - In this section of the Ahaziah material it 
is similarly placed within a prophetic context. The 
message of Yahweh is delivered through his prophet Elijah. 
Against the background of the role given to Elijah in 
I Kings 17-19,219 his words in I Kings 1: 6 and 16 represent 
no less than the direct intervention of Yahweh in the affairs 
of the king. This point is made even stronger by having 
these words delivered to Elijah by the angel of Yahweh. 
81 
This places the seal-upon-the efficacy of the words of 
judgement. The 'Judgement constitutes a strong indicator 
that the one upon whom it is pronounced, namely Ahaziah, 
exists in a very poor relationship with Yahweh. In other 
words, he is a royal model of disfavour. 
The message of Yahweh to Hezekiah is one of 
salvation which inevitably assistsin the creation of the 
king into a model of favour. This message must be seen against 
the message of the prophet Isaiah in vs. 1b. It is in the con- 
text of the promise of death, nznil 9ý1 MnK 11D is 
that the promise of life (vs-5) is to be understood. The 
promise is therefore a direct reversal of II Kings 20: 1b. This is 
emphasized through the command of the prophet to turn back 
( Zjt) and impart the promise to the king. The word . 31Zý 
is 
absent from the parallel text in IS-38: 5, which has ji'711instead. 
But the word 31-Irseems to carry far more theological 
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significance in Samuel-kings than j**1 Wolff has 
connected its, presence with a demand to those being 
addressed., to repent and return to Yahweh. 82 Although the 
exact interpretation cannot be applied to the use of O. IZ? by 
the narrator in II Kings 20, as a direct address to Isaiah., 
it can be interpreted as a demand. placed upon him to 'turn 
backl, from his earlier pronouncement. This holds true, even 
if vs. 5 can be seen as a new response that comes as a result 
of Hezekiah'B prayer. 
The content of vs. 5, like the prayer of vs-3, 
stresses the piety of Hezekiah and so is very important in 
the process of his creation into a model of favour. The 
important section of the verse is that which notes Yahweh's 
direct intervention into Hezekiah's personal crisis 
I Inne TI-P; K 'Tin qjt'm rqn7 nz) nb 
%-W %* 
11; D It. 71a 0i'D jsý 
The term I. Y: )K -Tl-. l instantly creates an important bond 
. -T . -W 
between Hezekiah and the prototype of the royal model of 
favour, David. 83 The promise of Hezekiah's recovery and his 
visit to Yahweh's temple are however to be counted as con- 
tributing to the development of Hezekiah into a model of 
favour. The phrase ........ Ift KDý '13371 stands 
in direct 
contrast to the threat of death against Ahaziah, 1"ITMOI 
111ZDP PiZ) ID MMM IIP-Rý Mý 1111237-IZFK (II Kings 1: 4). 
KEM and ., n; p as they now function 
in the narratives, 
indicate two contrasting models of kingship. 
The reference to the king going to Min, 111D is 
r: 
understood by Montgomery/Gehman to indicate that the king's 
affliction was caused by an ulcer which debarred him from the 
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temple. 84 ý The text however does not identify the typ@ 
of illness suffered by the king. The reference to the temple 
can be interpreted on a purely theological level, the 
salvation being brought to the king being closely linked to 
the temple, the symbol of this salvation. We can therefore 
compare Hezekiah's going7 to illill 11*1: -l to the focal''point 
of Yahweh's presence among his people, and Ahaziah sending 
to enquire-of Baalzebub of Ekron ((Kings 1: 2). Hezekiah's 
visit'to the temple that comes as a direct result of his cure 
by Yahweh, marks him out as one who is favoured., just as 
Ahaziah's approach to Baalzebub identifies him a model 'Of 
disfavour. One is made to illustrate the power and mercy of 
Yahweh, the other, the judgement of Yahweh upon those who 
reject him. 
The attitude of the king to the prop et of Yahweh 
Ahaziah's attitude seems Hezekiah's attitude seems to 
to be one of hostility be one of friendship : he 
he attempts to arrest consults Isaiah when faced 
Elijah with a crisis 
(II Kings 1: 9ff) (19: 2) 
That the attitude of Ahaziah to Elijah is to be 
understood as one of hostility, is conveyed through the role 
given to the army in the Ahaziah-Elijah relationship. The 
reader ofIl Kings 1 encounters the theme of hostility in vss8b, 
ga. If these two are held together, we move from an 
identificatidn of Elijah by the king, KJ. -. I 'to TI 11112t'J; T -T0.29,01 
(vs. 8b),, to the king's sending a part of his army to arrest 
the prophet 
85 
That the military unit sent represents the smallest of the 
army, 
86 
does not'in any way weaken the-crucial ideaýthat 
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there is friction between king and prophet. 
Vs. 9 clearly identifies the role-played by the 
king in the prophet-army encounter. Along with being made 
directly responsible for the journey to the prophet of the 
the captain is made to issue the 
order,, 1; 1 '1ý41 -1,7KM eK As these words 
now stand, the authority of the order is captured in the 
87 
words '1: )4 J. ý7ý, l It is the king rather than the 
0-9#U-1t7 who is placed in opposition to the prophet. 
That Elijah is portrayed as a genuine prophet of Yahweh, 
immediately casts the king'into an anti-Yahwistic mould. 
This has the effect of creating him into a royal model of 
disfavour. 
Unlike the Elijah-Ahaziah relationship, that 
between Isaiah and Hezekiah is depicted as one of mutual 
friendship'. 
88 
This is strongly reflected in II Kings 19. 
There are a number of elements in this small pericope which 
seem geared to enhance the king's understanding of the 
crucial role of Yahwehts prophet in national affairs. The 
first element is the actual sending of a delegation to 
Isaiah. The presupposition is that the prophet is able to 
make a contribution that is crucial to the solving of the 
problem in which the king finds himself. The ignoring of 
Elijah by Ahaziah and the consultation of Isaiah by Hezekiah, 
stand in direct contrast to'each other. 
But the contrast between the two kings can also be 
seen to extend to another element,, the composition of the 
groýp sent by the kings to the prophet. Over against the 
1-)ZýI U*Q-t' sent by Ahaziah to arrest Elijah, we 
have 1371. T ný; I IDbn K30VI n? Mn-7X--IdK DIRIýK-M 
. .. - 'r: .. -- I., -: Ir. ... V 
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sent by Hezekiah to Isaiah. This group clearly repreeents 
a delegation whose chief function is one of. petition, as the 
report that they are in sackcloth indicates. The idea of 
petition is surely at work in the. last words of vs. 4.89 The 
king's request of the prophet isnKsz)3g xv, "iKwn qý jiýqn, nqn rT: --T -1 -T - 
This touches on the close link that is understood to exist 
between the prophet and Yahweh. Hezekiah's. image as a royal 
model of favour is undoubtedly enhanced by crediting him 
with having an awareness of this link. 
Hezekiah is also presented as being aware of the 
power of Yahweh. ýThus there is the hope that Yahweh will 
rebuke ( rjlýinj ) the words of the king of Assyria spoken by the 
Rabshakeh (vs. 4). This brings into play the theme of the 
power of Yahweh versus that of the king of Assyria. A 
similar theme seems to be at work in the Ahaziah material,, 
but bere'it is the power of Yahweh as represented by his 
prophet, versus that of the king of Israel. The destruction 
of the king's soldiers by 'fire from heaven' (I Kings 1: 10,11, 
12). is made to symbolize the conquest by Yahweh of that aspect 
of the king's power represented by the jlzýnnj 01WPn-IT 
,r-g-.: 
The destruction of the soldiers of Ahaziah by Yahweh helps to 
shape this king's image of disfavour, just as the fate of the 
Assyrian soldiers partly brought about the petition of 
Hezekiah, assist in his creation into a royal model of favour. 
The two kings are therefore made to reflect two 
contrasting attitudes to the prophet of Yahweh. Given the 
important role given to the prophet in Samuel-Kings, 
90 
a 
king's failure to heed the prophet functions as a reflection 
of the anti-Yahwistic leanings of the king. It also 
presents him as a royal model of disfavour, since having a 
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'good' relationship with Yahweh's prophets is one of the 
indicators of 'good' kingship. It is on this basis that 
Ahaziah, credited with hostility towards Elijah, is a royal 
model of disfavour, and Hezekiah who is reported to have a 
close relationship with Isaiah, is a royal model of favour. 
(v) The role of the angel of Yahweh in the crisis faced by 
the king 
Ahaziah is threatened 
with - ath on 
the instig- 
ation of the angel of 
Yahweh 
(II Kings 1: 3.15) 
Hezekiah's hope for the 
salvation of Jerusalem is 
realized through the destruction 
of part of the Assyrian army by 
the angel of Yahweh 
(19: 35) 
Just as the prophet Elijah functions in the 
narrative of II Kings 1 to create Ahaziah into a model of 
disfavour, so the angel of Yahweh seems to do the same, The 
introduction of lelill at 1: 3 is seen to reflect the 
influence of the Pentateuch. " von Rad has pointed out in 
his discussion of the term in the Hexateuch . that this 
figure, 'wherever he is mentioned, immediately takes his 
place at the centre of the event'. 92 That the angel of 
Yahweh plays a very central role in the Ahaziah narrative 
cannot be denied. It seems however that his role is geared 
to create a negative impression of Ahaziah. That the words 
spoken by"the angel are the same words spoken by Elijah, seems 
to stress the importance of the angel in the bringing of the 
judgement of Yahweh upon the king. 
The words of the angel then, constitute a factor 
of disfavour for Ahaziah. But his words in vs-15 ýMK 1-1 
K-,, n_, 2K 
93 
v. - 
is a direct attack on the power of 
the king. He and his army,,. will be unable to harm Elijah. 
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The interaction between angel and prophet in this verse, places 
the power of Yahweh., his'angel,, and Elijahi as a force that is 
superior to that of Ahijah and'his soldiers. The words can 
also be seen as pointing to the inevitable outcome of the 
threat in vs-3. This verse along with vs-15, depicts the 
angel of Yahweh as one who highlights the anti-Yahwistic 
trend in Ahaziah, and so marks him out as a model of disfavour. 
The historicity of the report that some one hundred 
and eighty-five thousand Assyrians died of the plague during 
their campaign against Judahs has long been treated with 
suspicion 
?4 As the report in II Kings 19: 35 now stands, 
it must be interpreted in the context of Hezekiah's approach 
to Isaiah (vss. 2-4), his prayer (Vss. 15-19), and most of all, 
the role attributed to the prophet Isaiah (cf. vss. 20ff). The 
report is therefore to be understood as a reflection of 
9 r, Yahweh's salvation. v 
In direct contrast to the angel in the Ahaziah 
material, the one in 19: 35 brings Yahweh's salvation to the 
king. This salvation is of course greatly expanded through 
the number of Assyrians that are reported killed by the 
angel. But it seems however, that here as in the Ahaziah 
story,, there is the theme of matching the power of Yahweh 
against that of a hostile army. That Hezekiah benefits from 
the outcome casts the work attributed to the angel of Yahweh 
into the mould of an effort to create the king into a model 
of favour. 
We can safely claim that although the angels in the 
Ahaziah and Hezekiah stories function as instruments of 
Yahweh's judgement and salvation respectively, they are also 
made to exist in a specific relationship to the particular 
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king.. The relationship between Ahaziah and, the angel of YghWph 
functions in the Ahaziah narrative to sustain this king as 
a model disfavour. On the other hand, the role given to the 
angel in the Hezekiah material serves to enhance the image 
of the king as someone who is very'close to Yahweh. As such, 
he stands out as a very good representative of the model of 
favour. 
All of the five theme discussed above have been 
drawn out of our major theme, 'The place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult. ' They all serve to strengthen this major themey 
while at the same time affecting the creation of the kings 
into contrasting royal models. The following outline can serve 
to draw out the relationship between the discussion of our 
five minor themes, 'and the section which preceeds it. 
Model'of disfavour Model of favour 
A. Ahaziah did what was evil Hezekiah did what was 
in the sight of the Lord. right in the sight of 
He walked in the way of the Lord, according to 
his father and mother all that David had done 
(I Kings 22: 52). (11 Kings 18: 3). 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
Ahaziah walked in the way 
of Jeroboam (I Kings 22: 52). 
Hezekiah removes Nehushtan 
from the temple and destroys 
it (II Kings 18: 4). 
He resorts to the temple 
at a time of crisis 
(19: 1,4). 
He cuts down the Asherah 
(18: 4). 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Ahaziah strengthens the 
worship of Baal in Israel 
(I Kings 22: 53), and he 
resorts to Baalzebub of 
Ekron in the time of 
crisis (II Kings 1: 2-4). 
flezekiah strengthens the 
Yahweh cult through reform 
(II Kings 18: 4). 
Model of disfavour 
First Theme 
Model of f4vour 
The king's attitude to alien deities 
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Ahaziah served and wor- 
shipped Baal (I Kings 22: 
54). 
Second Theme 
Hezekiah removed the high 
places, and broke down the 
pillars, i. e. p be destroyed 
th6 symbols used in the 
worship of Baal (II Kings 
18: 4). 
The king's cultic responses to his sickness 
Ahaziah seeks help from Hezekiah prays to Yahweh 
Baalzebub of Ekron (II (II Kings 20: 2). 
Kings 1: 2). 
Third Theme 
Yahweh's message concerning the king's 
sickness, in the light of the king's response 
Ahaziah will not recover Hezekiah will be healed and 
from his illness but will will go to the house of 
die (II Kings 1: 4). Yahweh (II Kings 20: 5). 
Fourth Theme 
The king's attitude to the prophet of Yahweh 
Ahaziah's attitude is one 
of hostility: he attempts 
to arrest Elijah (II Kings 
1: 9ff). 
Fifth Theme 
Hezekiah's attitude is one 
of frienEs-hip: he consults 
Isaiah when faced with a 
crisis (II Kings 19: 2). 
The role of the angel of Yahweh in the 
crisis faced by the king 
Ahaziah is threatened with 
death on the instigation 
of the angel of Yahweh 
(11 Kings 1: 3715). 
Hezekiah's hope for the 
salvation of Jerusalem is 
realized through the 
destruction of part of the 
Assyrian army by the angel 
of Yahweh (II Kings 19: 35). 
I 
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4. The Kingship of Ahaziah and Hezekiah: Wrestling with Ite t@pqJPn 
of Hope and Disaster 
The kingship of Ahaziah and Hezekiah even like that 
of Ahab and Josiah, continues to wrestle with the tension which 
emerges when the element of hope is held alongside that of 
national destruction. Ahaziah like his father Ahabq sustains 
the theme of disaster which becomes one of the crucial elements 
used in the creation as well as in the re-creation of the model 
of disfavour. His rejection of Yahweh brings about his own 
destruction (II Kings 1: 17) but the destruction of his soldiers 
may be pointing to the extensionofthis destructive power beyond 
himself. 
But the role of Elijah in the narrative seems to 
gather up the elements of hope and disaster that are at work 
in the narrative. He pronounces judgement/disaster upon the 
king which is the direct consequence of the king's rejection 
of Yahweh (1: 3ff). At the same time however, the very presence 
of the prophet of Yahweh must surely constitute an element 
of hope. The ca use of Yahweh is being kept alive in the land. 
Hope and disaster become juxtaposed in the king-propbet relation- 
ship. 
This feature is also to be found in the Hezekiah 
material. There is a powerful element of hope and at its centre 
stands Isaiah the prophet of Yahweh. The hope which has been 
built into the Hezekiah material draws upon the tradition of 
Yahweh as the protector and defender of Zion. This understanding 
of Yahweh's relationship with Zion becomes the basis of hope 
for the nation. It seems to point the nation to a good and 
positive future. 
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There is also at work in the flezekiah material, 
a strong theme of disaster/judgement. The kingship of Hezekiah 
even more so than that of Ahaziah becomes the arena for some 
deep wrestling with hope and disaster as theme are roflocted 
in the experiences of, the nation. 'Once more it in the prophet 
of Yahweh who combines these two contrasting features of the 
nation's life. In the narratives dealing with the Assyrian 
threat to Jerusalem, the Assyrians embody the theme of disaster 
(II Kings 18: 1-19: 37). But in ch. 20 in the story about the 
visit of the Babylonian envoys to Jerusalem, there is a shift 
of the disaster theme. The king rather than a foreign power 
is made responsible for the disaster which will engulf the 
nation (20: 12ff). 
The prophet functions in each narrative as an instru- 
ment of proclamation. In the first narrative, he is the channel 
through which disaster is directed to the enemy of the people 
and indeed of Yahweh, Assyria. He stands as a channel and 
symbol of hope for the nation. In the narrative of ch. 20: 12-19, 
he proclaims the destruction of the nation and so becomes the 
channel and symbol of disaster. Although this disaster is 
clearly presented as being of the king's own making, it is 
the prophet who attaches the consequences of national disaster 
to the actions of the king. 
. In both the Ahaziah and Hezekiah materialv it is 
a prophetic figure who functions to cement the relationship 
between certain actions of the king and the hope and/or disaster 
at work in the nation. But it is the king who embodies these 
conflicting and contrasting sides of the nation's life. King- 
ship becomes almost a melting pot in which good and bad, hope 
and disaster meet. 
P55 
Jehu and Manasseh bring this mixture to a high 
melting point,. Jehu reverses. the. bad disastrous traits implanted 
in the nation by the Ahab dynasty, even as M anassch, reverses 
the good., bopeful traits of Hezekiah and the other reforming 
Davidic kings.. But the sin of Jeroboam remains the stumbling 
block in Jehu's efforts to lead his nation away from disaster. 
It is to the Jehu and Manasseh material that we"now turng to 
discover how good and bad, hope and disater are juxtaposed 
and function as indicators not only of the type of model 
the kings represent, but also the kind of future they create 
for their nations. 
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CHAPTER 
JEHU AND MANASSEH : TWO 'ODD" REPRESENTATIVES 
OF THE TWO ROYAL MODELS 
The Delimitation of the two units 
1. The Jehu material (II Kings 9: 1 -10: 36) 
(a) The story of the reign and exploits of jehu are now 
closely interwoven with a part of the Elisha tradition. 
2 if 
indeed II Kings 9: 1-10, is treated as a part of the Elisha 
3 tradition, the Jehu story proper can be seen to begin in 9 : 11. 
9: 11 - 10: 36 appears to be a continuous story recounting 
the reign of Jehu. The end of the material, 10: 34-36, con- 
stitutes an 'epilogue' and 'obituary notice' 
4 forming an 
appropriate conclusion to the story of the reign of Jehu. 
It seems as if the material contained in 9: 1-lO, 
in spite of the prominent role given to Elisha, is also 
directly concerned with the reign of Jehu. The material is 
directly concerned with his rise to kingship. 
5 In our 
analysis therefore, 9: 1-10 will be treated as an integral 
part of the Jehu material. The crucial role played by Elisha 
will of course be taken into account. We shall be treating 
9: 1 - 10: 36 as the extent of the Jehu material. 
The Manasseh material (II Kings 21: 1 - 18) 
(b) The Manasseh material has the traditional introduction 
(cf. II Kings 21: 1-2) and conclusion (21: 17-18) that is 
associated with the reigns of the kings of Judah. 
6 it is 
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therefore clearly identifiable as a unit. All of the material 
in the unit seems geared to creating Manasseh into an evil. 
king, a point which will be examined in greater detail later 
in the chapter. There seems to be no dispute about the 
extent of the material now credited to the reign of Manasseh. 
In keeping with consensus, II Kings 21: 1-18 will be treated 
as the extent of this material. 
2. The relationship of the models created around Jehu and 
Manasseh to the prototypes of disfavour and favour 
In the light of our discussion so far on the creation 
of the northern kings into models of disfavour, and the 
southern kings Hezekiah and Josiah into models of favour, 
Jehu and Manasseh do not fit into this neat pattern of North: 
I disfavour, and South: favour. Jehu stands out as being very 
close to the model of favour, by virtue of his assault on 
the Baal cult of the North. Manasseh is clearly a model 
of disfavour, given his support of non-Yahwistic cults and 
consequently his 'contaminatign' of Jerusalem. If at this 
stage we attempt to set out the relationship between the 
two kings to the two 'prototypes' in the context of our 
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The work credited to Jehu stands in direct contrast to that 
of Manasseh. Jehu receives criticism in only one of the 
areas above., that dealing with 'the legitimate representation 
of Yahweh's power and presence'. Manasseh is however 
thoroughly criticized, and depicted as having done absolutely 
nothing to build up the Yahweh cult in Jerusalem. Our task 
now is to examine in more detail, the 'credits' and 
'accusations' levelled at the two kings. 
(a) II Kings 19: 1 - 10: 36 
I, 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Unlike the other northern kings, Jehu is promised 
a dynasty'(10: 30). The promise is directly linked to his 
annihilation of another dynasty., that of Ahab. The verse 
in question (vs. 10), which is thought to be the work of a 
later Deuteronomic editor; 
7' 
seems to strike a careful 
relation between doing right ýef ore Yahweh, and the survival 
of a dynasty. We can contrast this with the relationship 
between apostasy and destruction as reflected in the Jeroboam 
and Ahab mater-.? Lal. 
8.1 Jehu's dynasty is affirmed rather than 
condemned as the dynasties of these two kings are '(cf. I Kings 
13: 4; 21: 21). 
The affirmative tenor of the verse is conveyed 
through the iýea of a direct speech from Yahweh to Jehu : 
...... 11171? When 
it is noted that most of 
the contact between Yahweh and the kings is reported as 
coming through a prophet (cf. 1 Kings 14: 21; 21: 17ff), the 
presence of a direct divine promise to Jehu must surely rep- 
resent an element of favour. 
9 It identifies the intimacy 
304 
that should be understood to be existing between king And 
10 
Yahweh. 
But it is the dynastic implication of the speech 
that-is*our main concern. Jehu is promised 
KOD-77- -IMP. Here the king is promised the 
longest reigning dynasty-of the northern kingdom. " A 
measure of legitimacy is therefore granted to the Jehu 
dynasty. The careful. noting in II Kings 15: 12 that the 
promise of Yahweh to Jehu was fulfilled, serves to underline 
the divine approval of the dynasty and its founder. 
The phrase is surely an attempt to 
account for the survival of the Jehu dynasty in terms of 
divine promise. It-recalls similar attempts to account for 
the survival of the Davidic dynasty. We can therefore compare 
the promise made to David in II Sam-7: 16 with that made to 
Jehu. The two kings seem to be given the type of dynastic 
security that is not given to other kings in Samuel-Kings. 
There is also another factor that creates a measure of 
similarity between-the two kings, and carries some impliebtions 
for the dynastic question. Both kings are anointed secretly 
by a prophetic-figure on the instigation of Yahweh. (cf. I Sam. 
16; 11 Kings 9: 1-3). Both anointings are to be understood as 
an indication of Yahweh's rejection, of the incumbent dynasty. 
The one anointed is therefore to be drawn into a special 
relationship with Yahweh. That this type of divine initiative 
is linked only to the rise of David and Jehu, and their 
dynasties, must surely be-deemed a favourable element. In 
eacbcase a measure of legitimacy is imposed upon the dynasty. 
But the phrase 03 can also be inter- 
preted as indicating that Jehu is not to be understood as a 
305 
northern counterpart to David. The phrase itself places 
certain restrictions upon the survival of the Jehu dynasty, 
and consequently upon the nature of its legitimacy. That 
the dynasty was able to survive for four generations was 
13 
undoubtedly due to the political envirorunent of the day. 
But 10: 30 places it witlYin a context that is often associated 
with the Deuteronomic group : the rejection of all anti- 
Yahwistic cultic influence leads to longer survival 'in the 
land'. 
14 
Historical fact is subjected to a more restrictive 
theological interpretation. 
The linking of Jehu to the destruction of the 
house of Ahab, can be counted as a positive appraisal of the 
former's dynasty. The equating of r1b I Un -1ýý I 7_1 
1217, ý 17? vn niý7ýZ with the phrase &)3; ý; 
11*11VY, cites the removal of the house of Ahab 
as an act of divine approval. It is this approval that is 
emphasized in the promise that Jehu's house will last 
[3'). V; l 4133. Of course we meet the destruction of Ahab's 
house by Jehu within material that clearly has a strong 
theological bias against the house of Ahab. This undoubtedly 
raises some serious questions about how far the events being 
described can be taken as history. 
15 They probably represent 
little more than an attempt to interpret the fate of the 
Ahab dynasty as divine judgement. That the destruction of 
the dynasty is now presented as the fulfilment of Elijah's 
prophecy, 
16 not oftly heightens the significance of the fate 
of the dynasty, but casts the one who carries out the judge- 
ment, that is Jehu, in a state of favour. His own dynasty 
is made to take the place of the one which has been rejected 
and destroyed. 
He 
The most outstanding member of the Jehu dyna; ty 
was of course Jeroboam 11. ' 
17 
Although like all other 
northern kings he is condemned for following the sins of 
Jeroboam the son of Nebat (II Kings 14: 24),, he is still 
depicted as a saviour of his nation (cf. vs. 18) and con- 
sequently a good represehtative of his dynasty. 
18 
The reports on Jeroboam's reign should probably 
be interpreted in the context of the promise to Jehu in 10: 30. 
It should also be pointed out that the assassination of the 
last member of the dynasty, Zechariah, is related to the same 
promise (15: 11-12). 19 The two events function as reminders 
of the limitations of the dynastic promise to Jehu. At the 
same time they also reflect the conviction that a special 
relationship existed between the dynasty and Yahweh. 
It is the theme of this special relationship that 
constitutes another claim for the legitimacy of the Jehu 
dynasty. It is presented as one with which Yahweh is 
directly involved and so can be contrasted with the dynasty 
of Ahab. But as we have pointed out above, the fact that 
certain restrictions of time are placed on the dynasty are 
at the same time restrictions on any comparisons with the 
Davidic dynasty. The phrase 0'ýiy--q 15Z3 
(II Sam cpl -7: 16b), cannot be confused with 
(II Kings 10: 30) as promised to Jehu. 
'T I 
In spite of ýhe element of favour imposed upon the Jehu 
dynasty, it is in no way to be confused with Israel's only 
legitimate dynasty, that of David. 
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B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power_and 
presence 
This theme is touched on in 10: 29,31. These two 
verses are usually attributed to the 'Deuteronomistic 
compiler'20 and constitute a negative comment on the achieve- 
ments of Jehu. Vs. 29 identifies him as a firm supporter of 
the calf worship instituted by Jeroboam I 
KCM F-I 'T -% 
I-rz -izFKI 'M-Mm '117K Mil-Til 
(cf-also, vs. 31) 
It is claimed that it was a later hand that identified the 
sin of Jeroboam in vs. 29a with the golden calves in vs. 29b. 
21 
According to this view, vs. 29b is therefore to be treated as 
an expansion of vs. 29a. 
Jehuls not, turning from vKtn 
apportions to him ardent support for the shrines of Dan and 
Bethel. He thus falls in line with the other northern kings 
who are all accused of not rejecting the bull symbols of these 
-TZ two shrines. Viewed against the statement of vs. 28 
ýK**Z) 177MM-nK KIn' Jehuls support for .. T. 
Dan and Bethel can be understood to be uncharacteristic of 
this king. - It is highly possible that if vs. 28 is read in 
close association with vs. 29, there is an attempt to equate 
the anti-Baall'stic trends as practised by Jehu, with the con- 
viction that the temple'with its Ark is the only legitimate 
symbol of Yahweh's power and presence. This assumption of 
course glosses over the many factors that weakened allegiance 
to Ark and temple in the North. 
22 
W 
The period of Jehu is therefore presented As one 
in which the illegitimate symbols of Yahweh's power and 
presence persisted in the North, in spite of the extensive 
reforms of Jehu. This constitut6s a direct contrast to the 
general impression given of the northern cult during the Jehu 
era. But it seems as if the narrative is addressing what was 
an obvious contradiction in the Jehu image as a pro-Yahwistic 
kilig; his failure to remove the bull shrines of Dan and 
23 Bethel. This failure undoubtedly emphasizes the political 
significance that was probably attached to the shrines. The 
North was therefore still independent of the South, an 
independence that was manifested in its independent shrines. 
But the reference to the persistence of the shrines 
in the context of Jehuls reformation, should probably be 
understood as the narrator's indication of the deeprooted 
nature of 03p"19) ")Kt7n , Vss,, 29 and 31 can therefore be 
treated as acting as a counter-balance to the report about 
the demise of the Baal cult in the North. It is indeed vs. 29b 
that constitutes the real counterbalance by actually defining 
24 
the oý? nq ixt7n in terms of 311-Tol 19ý . 
The 
story of I Kings 12: 25ff is again forcefully reintroduced. 
Vss. 29 and 31 can therefore be treated as condemnations of 
Jeroboam. I as well as Jehu. Even if vs. 29 is treated as a 
later gloss, it seems intent on reminding the reader of what 
for the narrator, is the serious nature of Jeroboam's sin. 
The term : ), -T Tn brings the image motif to the fore 
TT- 
as in the Jeroboam material. 
25 Given the fact that the pre- 
supposition of Samuel-Kings is that there can be only one 
cultic object to represent Yahweh, namely the Ark. theZMTn IýIr- 
of vs. 29 as is the case in the Jeroboam material, automatically 
Beg 
become rivals of the Ark and the Jerusalem temple. Their 
presence during Jehuls reign as during that of Jeroboam 1. 
is counted as being contrary to the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
This point is further aeveloped through the link 
that is created between Jehu's allegiance to the bull shrines 
of Dan and Bethel and the loss of a part of his kingdom 
(vss-32-33). 26 Hence the direct consequence of 
is defeat by a stronger military 
power. The events noted are those that reflect the Syrian 
expansionist policy under Hazael which saw the decline of 
Israel. 27 But they are reported in vss-32-33 as Yahweh's 
judgement upon Jehuls and Israel's allegiance to the bull 
symbols of Dan and Bethel. The phrase njil? ýnD Dilli DIýVg 
(vs. 32) standsas a clear indication 
that Hazael's policy is to be linked, to the report of vss. 29 
and 31. Thus CIP53- is probably to be understood as more 
than a simple demarcation of time. It can also be interpreted 
as a reminder of the illegitimate cultic status of the North 
as reported in vss. 29 and 31. Indeed one can treat vs-32 as 
a logical development out of vs-31 given the close relation- 
ship between control of the land and allegiance to Yahweh as 
set out in Samuel-Kings., 
28 
We can safely claim that the Jehu material addresses 
the problem of the legitimate representation of Yahweh's 
legitimate power and presence. In spite of the strong anti- 
Baalistic trend or the material, and the prominent role of 
Jehu in this, there is still the frank acknowledgement that 
07 
,; 
I' Imn were very much present in the Jehu era. This 
acknowledgement transforms the reform of Jehu as only a 
partial reform. It is reported as solving one cultic problem 
§Tq 
while-ignoring another. The North is therefore reported to 
have made great, strides towards cultic legitimacy, but the 
bull symbols of Dan and Bethel still functioned as 
illegitimate symbols of Yahweh's power and presence. 
C. The place of the-legitimate Yahweh cult 
As in the Hezekiah and Josiah material, the theme 
of reform dominates the story of Jehu. Reports of the 
reform of Jehu are at the same time reports of an attempt to 
transform the cult of the North into a legitimate Yahweh 
cult. Hence the people as well as the objects removed rep- 
resent the introduction of alien elements into the Yahweh 
cult. It would seem therefore that there are two distinct 
factors of the Jehu reform that are crucial -for the analysis 
of our present theme. 
The first is the removal of the dynasty of Ahab 
which is depicted as having very strong anti-Yahwistic 
inclinations. ýThe theme of the Ahab dynasty, as an avid 
supporter of anti-Yahwistic trends is very much at work in 
the Jehu-material. The removal of the members of the 
dynasty becomes one of the reform actions of Jehu. There is 
first of all the removal of Joram (9: 24). This king is 
introduced, in 3: 1-3 with a somewhat favourable comment on 
his cultic disposition. Although he is accused of doing 
evil, he is presented as being less evil than his parents 
Ahab and Jezebel. He is therefore credited with an assault 
on the cult of Baal by the removal of IIZM-11ý made 
by his father? 9 This has been interpreted by Ellis as a 
371 
'token concession to the loyal Yahwist'. 
30 But. the crediting 
of this action t6 the king could also be'an 81ttempt to 
depict the previous reign, that of Ahab, as being one of 
unparalleled cultic depravity. I 
In spite of the positive comments on Joram, he is 
still very closely identified with'Ahab. The reference to 
him as zm-j; (8: 28; 9: 29) clearly identifies this king 
with his father. He is therefore identified with one who is 
accused of increasing the anti-Yahwistic element of the 
northern cult to unprecented levels? 
' The words of Jehu 
in 9: 22 constitute yet another close identification of Joram 
with his parents, on this occasion his mother. 
32 The phrase 
; MK '73T"K "; 13T-"T7_ ' recalls the cultic status 
of the North under the influence of Jezebel. It seems as if 
this status is seen as continuing under Joram. 
Gray has pointed out that the 131; -13T- of 9: 22 
'refers to ritual prostitution as a rite of imitative magic 
in the fertility cult of the Canaanite Baal'. 
33 
This term 
can therefore be understood as a reference to-the depravity 
of the-Jezebel influenced northern cult. The association of 
9ý3 which occurs in vs. 22 is also to be found in 
Neh-3: 4. Gressmann interprets q; n- as an amulet of 
T 
the fertility'goddess used in Canaanite religion. 
34 
Montgomery/ 
Gehman on the other hand interpret the term as a reference to 
the 'false C41ts whose potency was ascribed to evil arts'. 
35 
However the two words are interpreted, they 
36 
represent in vs. 22 the prime'reason, for the death of Joram. 
His removal is nothing short of the destruction of the 
influence of his mother Jezebel. His death represents in 
070 
the story of Jehu's reform a blow for Yahwism in the North. 
That, the act is deemed a direct fulfilment-of prophecy 
(vss. 25-26) constitutes a positive acclamation for the new 
cultic status of the North as brought on by the reform of 
Jehu. 
The death of Afiaziah on the command of Jehu is also 
to be interpreted as another positive move for Yahwism (vs. 27). 
His introduction in 8: 25-27 identifies him as a close 
descendant of Ahab as well as an ardent supporter of the 
cultic policies of this king. According to De Vries both 
Joram and Ahaziah were 'protectors and proteges of the hated 
37 Jezebef . The death of Ahaziah would therefore seem to 
suggest that the zeal for Yahwism manifested by Jehu had 
implications for the cult of the South as well. His actions 
here can probably be compardd with the move by Josiah to 
'rectify' the cult of Bethel (23: 15ff). 
39* 
The cultic 
illegitimacy introduced in the South by Ahaziah is therefore 
3S. 
dealt a decisive blow through the removal of Ahaziah. 
But one of the most dramatic onslaughts on the 
illegitimacy of the northern cult is surely the removal of 
Jezebel (9: 30-37). The report of her death is obviously to 
be linked to the accusations against her in vs. 22. Her death 
comes as a direct consequence of her 0"313T and VD 
which seem to summarize the presentation of her in the Ahab 
material. 
40 
That there is careful noting of the fulfilment 
of prophecy about her death emphasizes the cultic significance 
of this act. As a fulfilment of prophecy, it represents a 
resurgence of Yahwism in the place that was once under the 
cult of Baal. 
The emphasis on the demise of the Ahab dynasty and 
375 
consequently its cultic influence, can be treated ae-a etreng 
indicator of the-return to a cultic status. that was very 
close to that of-the legitimate Yahweh cult. This point, is 
further* stressed in the report of. the death of the priests who 
functioned under Ahab (10: 11). The priests here mentioned 
are thought to have held-both civil and religious office* 
41 
It seems however that they can also be understood as repres- 
enting those who are absolutely crucial for. the survival of 
the type of religion perpetuated by Ahab. Their death 
signifies the removal of one of the elements that sustained 
the cultic illegitimacy of the North. 
But. the attack on the illegitimacy of the northern 
cult by Jehu is presented as one that leads to the total des- 






(e) 77 37 3-71 rl 2 (vss. 19,27) 
The list is surely to be understood as indicating a com- 
prehensive destruction of the Baal cult in the North. It has 
been suggested that the 7737311 PP is probably, the house 
reportedly built by Ahab (cf. I Xings 16: 32). 
43 If so its 
destruction. symbolizes a dramatic cultic reversal for the 
North. This reversal results in what is portrayed as a*new 
cultic era for the North. 
When compared with the Ahab era, the relationship 
that is created between Jehu and Elisha represents a contrast 
374 
with that between Elijah and Ahab. ' 
44 
This is captured In 
depicting Elisha-as the one who instigates-Jehuto ria@ to 
power. That this event is made to reflect the predictions 
of Elijah and Elisha (cf. 9: 25-26;. 10: 17), places. a stamp of 
divine and prophetic approval'on Jehu's removal of Ahab's 
dynasty and the cult of Baal. But given the prophetic status 
of Elijah and Elisha, 
45 
their close association with Jehuls 
reformation constitutes an affirmation of the cultic outcome 
of this reformation. 
- The role of Jehonadab in the story ofých. 10 is 
probably intended to'add an element of legitimacy to the 
Jehu reform also. His full name 321-13 373in! identifies 
.r.. .. -rT 
him as the character referred to in Jer-35.46 He represents a 
strict form of Yahwism and probably functions as an indicator 
47 
of the high level of the Jehu reform. The work of Jehu is 
therefore-linked to a strand of ancient Yahwism adding a very 
significant measure of legitimacy to this work. 
The general picture given of the Jehu reform 
presents it as an event that went a long way to rectify the 
illegitimacy of the northern cult. But the comments in vss. 29 
and 31 suggest that it did not go far enough. In spite of 
this criticism the Jehu reform when compared with the work of 
all the otýer kings of the North represents by far the nearest 
this nation came to a return to full cultic legitimacy. The 
removal of the worship of Baal stands as a firm credit to the 
North. But'the continued function of the bull symbols of Dan 
and Bethel reduces considerably the chances of the northern 
cult being a fully legitimate cult. Jehu's reform is presented 
as a very positive cultic move, but the place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult as vss. 29 and 31 testify, is Jerusalem with 
AT5 
YahwehIp temple and Ark. 
(b) II Kings 21: 1-18 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
There can be no dispute about Manasseh's member- 
ship of what is, in Samuel-Kings Israel's only legitimate 
dynasty, that of David. There is however no reference to 
this membership as is the case with Hezekiah and Josiah. 
Instead David, and Hezekiah along with Ahab appear in the 
material as those with whom Manasseh's cultic activity is 
contrasted and compared (cf. vss-3,7). Indeed Manasseh seems 
to represent a model of kingship that is the opposite of 
that represented by David, Hezekiah and Josiah. This 
raises the question of how far Manasseh is to be treated as 
48 
a 'true' representative of the Davidic dynasty. 
The comparison with Ahab' may carry not only cultic 
implications but probably dynastic ones as well. Manasseh is 
thus closely linked to a-dynasty that is presented as being 
totally corrupt. 
49 The link is of course made through the 
theme of support for the Canaanite religion (vs-3), but it 
also declares Manasseh's affinity with a rejected dynasty. 
This point is. taken yet further by mentioning his reversal 
of the work of Hezekiah. Vs-3 therefore places Manasseh in 
the context of Hezekiah a model representative of the Davidic 
50 51 dynasty, and Ahab the 'second Jeroboam'. It seems as if 
Manasseh emerges as another Ahab in spite of his Davidic 
ancestry. 
VS-7 seems to suggest that, Manasseh violated a 
cultic practice that was adhered to by David and Solomon. He 
376 
is therefore d6picted-as the direct opposite of David.. Orice 
more there is the link between David and the Jerusalem temple 
5f, 
as in II. Sam. 7. / But it is possible that the link as it 
appears in vs-7 introduces an element of negation about 
Manasseh's dynastic pedigree. Although the verse touches 
primarily on the king's attitude to the temple, the introduction 
of David into the material-may-also be an attempt to highlight 
the great 'gulf that exists between David and the one reputed 
to be the worst representative of his-dynasty. 
Manasseh is therefore undoubtedly to be viewed as 
a"bad' model of the Davidic dynasty. This is demonstrated by 
, ionship that is created between him and the exile the relat 
(Vss. loff). 
53 
Judah's greatest catastrophe can be 
interpreted as the direct result of the actions of a member 
of the Davidic dynasty (cf. also 23: 26-27). It is through 
Manasseh that the dynasty'becomes inextricably bound up 
with the nation's greatest disaster. It seems as if the 
Manasseh material attempts to wrestle with the question of 
how much blame for the exile should be placed upon the 
shoulders of the Davidic dynasty. Could it be that we have 
here as the reference to Hezekiah and David may suggest, a 
move to reconcile the belief in the dynasty's special relation- 
ship with Yahweh, with the non-Yahwistic trends of several of 
its kings as represented by Manasseh? The Manasseh material 
addresses. directly-the negative aspects of the Davidia dynasty. 
A cause-effect relationship is developed between the disaster 
of exile, and what can be termed the non-Davidic trends of the 
Davidic dynasty. 
There is a sense in which Manasseh bears some close 
3,77 
affinity to one significant member of the Davidic dynasty, 
Solomon. Of the four Davidic kings, Solomon, 
Manasseh, Hezekiah and Josiah, the last two seem 
to represent a counterbalance to the first two. It would 
seem that Manasseh like Solomon represents a disruptive 
elem-6nt in the Davidic dýnasty. Manasseh is accused of 
causing the exile, whereas Solomon is accused of bringing 
about the division of the Davidic kingdom (cf. II Kings 21: 10ff; 
23: 26-27). The theme of dynastic legitimacy is therefore 
balanced with a realistic assessment of the role of the 
Davidic kings in shaping the future of the southern kingdom. 
Given all that weýhave said above,, it would seem 
that the Manasseh material represents one of the most dramatic 
assessments of the Davidic dynasty. It seems to raise some 
6 
serious questions about tbe-tradition that the dynasty was 
established by Yahweh al? iv-'TX (cf. II Sam-7: 13). Although 
the story of the restoration of Jehoiachin (II Kings 25: 27-30) 
may suggest that the special relationship between Yahweh and 
the Davidic dynasty continues to exist after the exile, 
54 
yet 
this must be understood within the context of a Davidic king's 
(Manasseh's) responsibility for the crisis. The survival of 
the relationship is therefore achieved in spite of Manasseh. 
If as Mayes claims there is in the books of Kings, 
an emphasis on Yahweh's judgement on Jerusalem and Judah 
because of the sins of Manasseh rather than on judgement on 
the Davidic dynasty, 55 then the legitimate status of the 
dynasty remains intact in spite of Manasseh. He becomes 
relegated to being little more than an aberration from the 
Davidic model as represented by Hezekiah and Josiah. The 
material that attempts to recount the events of his reign 
078 
draws together the apparent contradictions that are 
reflected in th6 apostasy of some members*of the Davidic 
dynasty, as well as in the destruction of Jerusalem. In this 
way the weakness of the dynasty is taken seriously. It is 
not glossed over but is treated as one of the harsh 'experiences 
of the nation's history. The dynasty'may be elected and'con- 
stitutes the only legitimate dynasty in Israel, but it still 
refleOtB all the contradictions which according to the 
narrator, were ultimately responsible for the catastrophe that 
resulted in the destruction of Jerusalem and the exile. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
As in the material about the other southern kings, 
this theme is. presented in terms of the role and status of 
56 the temple containing the Ark. Vss. 4,5 and 7 report on the 
status of the temple during the Manasseh era. The first two 
verses report the building of altars in the temple. Vs. 4 is 
thought to be a post-exilic addition to the Manasseh 
57 
material. Along with vs. 7, it seems to equate the election 
58 
of Jerusalem with that of the temple. The verse (vs. 4), 
cites what is clearly to be understood as an affirmation of 




The significance of nill? jil; in this verse seems to be 
captured in the comment that 
37P 
The reference is to the building 
of'the temple as a place where the 
name of Yahweh could be invoked 
and his presence thus, according to 
ancient Semitic ideas realized. 
5! D 
This must surely, be part of the presupposition behind the 
strong criticism of Manasseh's policy towards the temple. 
But the descri: ption of Manasseh's relationship to 
the temple-in terms of nIn? IVIMB ený!; ) n3ol draws T. T It 
attention to what is clearly to be. understood as a rival 
cultic symbol to both temple and Ark. The -'PhMTP Of 
Manasseh not. only-represent a religion opposed to Yahwism., but 
also seem to be depicted as being in direct conflict with the 
Dtf'. The altars of Manasseh unlike the Ark and the 
temple cannot be called by Yahweh's name since they represent 
another, god. 
Vs. 5 seems to be an elaboration on the type of, 
altars built by Manasseh. Indeed it has been suggested that 
this verse is modelled upon vs. 4a. 
60 The altars are 
identified as those dedicated to lq*-ýZ. and so- T. Ir I 
are symbols of a religion that is in opposition to Yahwism4 
The reference to the 111140 . 11-10 has evoked much discussion 
among scholarsP1 Some commentators have taken it as a firm 
612, indication. of the presence of a post-exilic editorial hand, 
But as-McKay has pointed out, our lack of details about the 
pre-exilic temple must lead to the possibility that there 
were two, courts in, the temple in this period as well. 63 The 
absence of any other direct reference to them does not in any 
way rule out the possibility of their existence. 64 It seems 
however that the real concern of the narrator is what can be 
termed the contamination of the temple by the altars of 
30P 
DIZ417 KZ3-ýB They introduce an element of cultic 
illegitimacy into the temple of Yahweh. 
The same can be said of the actions ascribed to 
Manasseh in vs-7. This verse has*been closely linked to 
vs. 4,, the latter being treated as a duplicate of the former. 
65 
The verse brihgs'together the"incompatible' cultic objects 
of 117K I and i'71,1? -ITIP Manasseh is the only king 
apart from Ahab who is accused of making an Asherah 
(cf-vs. 3; I Kings 16: 33). 66 Its presence in the temple must 
be treated as a direct affront to the Ark, and yet another 
cultic act of Manasseh that contaminates the temple. Vs-7b 
seems to reflect the conviction that it is Yahweh's name 
rather than Yahweh himself, that dwells in the temple. 
67 
In 
spite of the fact that this distinction may be at work in 
this verse, the temple still emerges as the important sumbol 
that reflects Yahweh's power and presence. 
The full description of the cultic object of vs-7 
as IWIZýKjl ýQE) touches not only on the problems relating V. -I -IT ... .,. 
to the Asherah symbols but also on those relating to 'ýP! D 
This word which is often rendered 'graven image' 
68 
seems to 
point to a direct violation of the prohibition against 7pp 
in Ex. 20: 4 It has been pointed out that the term 
T 11'1ýKjl -as used 
here in the Manasseh material, is unique 
in the Old Testament. * 
70 
- 
Scharbert has argued that this term 
refers not to a Canaanite deity but to the Assyrian goddess 
Ishtar! 
' It. seems however that the true significance of 
the term probably has to do with the presence of this alien 
cultic symbol in the place that represents the very centre of 
the legitimate Yahweh cult. It points to a symbol that is to 
W 
be taken as representing another god, standing alongside the 
Ark and within the temple, both of which represent Israel's 
only God, Yahweh. 
But the strongest affirmation of the temple in the 
Manasseh material is surely to be found in vs-7b 
72 
The peculiar cultic status projected onto the temple is 
attributed to a promise of Yahweh. Tension is set up between 
this promise and the creationýof the njwKn 17PP which 
is to be understood as a direct violation of the command 
expressed in vs-7b. The king's actions are interpreted as 
an insult to Yahweh himself. 
It seems however that just as the Davidic dynasty 
is affirmed as Israel's legitimate dynasty in spite of 
Manasseh, so the temple still stands as a symbol of Israel's 
legitimate cult in spite of its contamination by Manasseh. 
Its destruction which is implied in the destruction of the 
city (cf. vss. 12ff), is simply another consequence of the 
sins of Manasseh. The reform of Josiah with its corrective 
relationship to the work of Manasseh seems however to 
reinstate the temple to its former glory. 
73 
Even if this 
glory was-lost during the Manasseh era, there is no hint in 
the Manasseh material that it is other than the symbol of 
Yahweh's power and presence among his people. As the 'homily' 
of vs. 8 seems to suggest, this presence was not only an 
, abiding' presences but its power somewhat in contrast to 
historical reality, could ensure that the people were never 
taken from the land. 74 The temple therefore becomes a 
guarantee of salvation. 
' 75 
38R 
C. The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
The South is still maintained as the place of the 
legitimate Yahweh cult in the Manasseh mat-erial, but great 
attention is paid to the number of illegitimate elements 
introduced into the Jeruýalem cult by this king. This action 
constitutes a direct contrast to the actions of Hezekiah and 
Josiah. 
76 
Whereas the reform of these two kings affirms 
the legitimate status of the southern cult, especdally the 
cult of Jerusalem, the 'anti-reform' of Manasseh can be 
understood as constituting a threat to its legitimacy. The 
state of the cult during the Manasseh era is depicted as 
being the direct opposite of that during the eras of 
Hezekiah and Josiah. This relationship between the three 
reigns can be set out as follows : 
77 
Hezekiah Manasseh Josiah 
The higti places were 'The higIa places were The higýa places were 
removed rebuilt defiled, and broken down 
(18: 4) (21: 3) (23: 8., 13) 
The pillars (of the Altars to Baal were The vessels of Baal were 
Baal cult) were broken erected in the tEmple brougýit frcm the tanple 
in pieces (vs-3) and burrnt 
(vs. 4) (vs. 4) 
The Asherah was cut 
down 
(vs . 4) 
He made an Asherah 
and placed it in the 
temple 
(vss. 3,7) 
The Asherah (made by 
Manasseh and placed in 






He worshipped all the 
hosts of heaven and 
served them 
(vs-3) 
The priests who burned 
incense to the hosts of 
heaven were deposed; 
horses dedicated to the 
sun were removed; the 




Hezekiah Mamsseh Josiah 
He placed altars for 
the hosts of heaven 
in the temple 
(vs. 5) 
He burmed his son as 
an offering 
(vs. 6) 
He practised sooth- 
saying and augury and 
dealt with mediums 
and with wizards 
(vs. 6) 
A1.1-the pagan altars in 
the temple were des- 
troyed 
(vs. 12) 
Child sacrifice was 
prohibited 
(VS. 10) 
All mediums and wizards 
were put away from the 
land 
(vs. 24) 
On the basis of the above outline, Manasseh's reign rep- 
resents a downward plunge for the cult of the South. 78 it 
represents a revival of the pagan practices removed by 
Hezekiah and a direct contrast to the reform of Josiah. 
The Manasseh era is first of all identified as a 
time of revival of the Canaanite cult. This is reflected in 
79 vs-3a which'Is normally attributed to the exilic editor. 
The verse is thought to be closely related to II Kings 
17: 7-23,80 as well as io'18: 4., 22.81 But vs-3a can also 
be treated as a culmination of the pro-Canaanite cultic 
practices of the kings and people of Judah. This is 
0 
especially true of the relationship with the IIIMý . The IV 
Manasseh era is the last time king and people are accused of 
flirtations with '111DO But no less than seven kings are 
accused of either not removing the PiDj or supporting this 
cult, with týe accusation being levelled directly against the 
people once. 
82 This seems to suggest a fairly strong support 
for this cult in the South, with the reigns of Hezekiah and 
Josiah being the notable exceptions. 
By contrasting Manasseh's rebuilding of the nim; 
384 
with Hezekiah's, removal of them Manasseh's reign is 
automatically labelled as one of cultic reversal. The theme 
of reversal is also to be found in a more direct form in vs. 11. 
Here thd cultic actions of the king including his support for 
the- Ili= are compared to that of 1-9; o nzýN vnbýq, 
The king's actions are therefore a return to the pre-Israelite 
if not pre-Yahwistic state of the land. As in I Kings 21: 26 
it clearly functions as an indicator of the cultic depravity 
of the Manasseh era. 
83 
This depravity is, further emphasized in vs-3b. The 
claim that altars were erected for Baal serves to highlight 
the strength of the Baal (Canaanite) cult under Manasseh. As 
in I Kings 16: 32, the dedication of an altar to a deity other 
than Yahweh is again to be interpreted as a direct rejection 
of Yahwism, given the central role of the altar in the religions 
of the Ancient Near East. 
84_ 
ýThe, close identification of the 
altar with the deity it represents may allow vs-3b to be 
interpreted as'an attempt to extend the domain of Baal at the 
expense of that of Yahweh. Baal can therefore be viewed as 
entering the exclusive domain of Yahweh, as Jerusalem as well 
as Judah are definitely to be understood. 
Vs. 3b tells of another threat to this exclusive 
Yahweh domain. The worship of 017-lin K33-'ýB con- 
r -r - -r t IV 
stitutes another accusation of illegitimacy against the 
southern cult of the Manasseh era. The cult of Cij2D&II KZýC-17B 
has been closely identified with that of the queen of heaven, 
both being termed by McKay as 'part of the vulgar religion , 
of the day'. 
85 There has been some dispute about when exactly 
the cult entered Judah. Montgomery/Gehman claim that the cult 
'came in with the Assyrian domination as part of the obligation 
385 
of subject states to the emp3-rel. 
86 
There has been some 
scepticism about-this position. McKay thinks that the cul: ý' 
could have been indigenous to Palestine. 
87 
One cannot rule 
out how"ever the possibility of non-Israelite influence. The 
suggestion of Montgomery/Gehman is one that cannot be lightly 
dismissed. I 
It has-been pointed out that reference to the type 
of astral worship that vs-3b refers to occurs'only in texts 
of the eighth--century and'later'. 
8c" It is uncertain however, 
how far its origin is to be restricted to this period. As a 
cult of astral deities, it most likely attributed divine'. 
status-to the heavenly bodies. 
89 Although the use of M3 
Ir IT 
instead of may be an attempt to 
maintain a distinction between the two terms, the'latter 
being used of Yahweh 
?0 it can surely be maintained 
that the term IrM&II KOX also serves to highlight the 
,- IT -1 
great divide between the deity and Yahweh. The worship of 
'is clearly . an expression of allegiance c 
to an illegitimate cult at the expense of Israel's only legit- 
imate cult, that of Yahweh. I 
The child sacrifice of vs. 6 is'yet another element, 
of cultic illegit imacy projected onto the cult of the south 
during the reign of Manasseh. This practice has been identified 
as a rite of the cult of-the Venus star Melek. 
91 t was 
probably borrowed from-the Canaanites and-was only performed 
92 
, in especially-critical situations'. The rite mentioned 
here in vs. 6 is undoubtedly the same which Josiah is reported 
as prohibiting (23: 10). 
93 Again this type of relationship 
between the Manasseh and Josiah eras, emphasizes the extent 
to which the cult of the -South was pushed into the realm of 
aaa 
illegitimacy during the reign of Manasseh. 
The narrator of vs. 6 uses the term VK3- 13-3-11K 'VIZE111 
to describe the rite of child sacrifice (cf. 16: 3; 23: 10), 
which captures rather euphemistically, the horror of child 
immolation. If it indeed represented the incursion of a 
Canaanite cult into the domain of Yahwism as noted above, it 
should surely be understood not only as an abhorrent cultic 
practice., but also as one that is totally incompatible with 
the legitimate religion of. Yahweh. To claim that it was 
practised during the reign of Manasseh,. or as the text claims,, 
Manasseh himself was guilty of the act of child sacrifices is 
to credit the cult of Judah especially that of Jerusalem with 
a distasteful element of illegitimacy. 
The accusation of vs. 6b is also to be viewed in 
the same light. The phrase 13 .1; ý-r 9 
. 
11 MIK Mýj IM31 I; I. Vl 
identifies another cultic practice that is deemed contrary to 
Yahwism, The word I; iY has been interpreted as a practice 
V4 
of soothsaying 'by observation of the clouds' . Some critics 
have also related it to an Arabian cultic practice. 
95 But it 
has also been'linked to the religion of the Philistines with 
Is. ý: 6.96 The presence of Iji7 within the cult of Judah 
is surely to be underst , ood as indicating the degeneration of 
the cult. 
97 
The word Z; T7? also supports the theme of the 
cult's degeneration. It is thought that the word is related 
to VT73 (serpent) and so means 'to divine by snake V"T 
charming'. 
98 Gray however refutes the relationship with t7l 
99 
claiming that VR? has defied satisfactory explanation. 
Whatever explanation is accepted, the cultic practice referred 
to is surely to be understood as an alien cultic element introduced 
587 
into the cult of Yahweh. Its presence also testifies to the 
dramatic cultic drift away from legitimacy-that the Manasseh 
era is made to represent. 
This drift is also capt. ured in the reference t6 
0*1337'711 Oix This reference is thought to recall the 
100 
story of Saul's visit to the witch of Endor (I Sam. 28: 3ff). 
Burney points out that Zig probably denotes first of all, the 
ghost itself. He however goes on to point out that the 
'root-meaning' of ZiK can only be 'remotely conjectured' and 
i0i 
also that the distinction between ZiK and 0"; *77? is unknown. 
Gray is a lot more positive'about the meaning of 
He claims that it means leither'those who profess'to possess 
102 
familiar spirits or the familiar spirits themselves'. 
However the two words are interpreted, like all the other 
cultic practices attributed-to Manasseh, they support the con- 
viction that this king was responsible for allowing alien 
cultic elements to enter into an'area that is the exclusive 
domain of Yahweh. 
The legitimacy of the southern cult during Manasseh's 
reign is again touched on in vs. 16a. 
103 The verse seems to 
exaggerate this particular crime of Manasseh : 
77_ ikz) nnjg nv: qý jpv 1p. 3 at; 
1-107 rip 
IYP3 07 is usually interpreted as either a reference to the 
Ir T 
child sacrifice mentioned in vs. 6, or one to the king's perse- 
cution of the prophets. 
104 Montgomery/Gehman suggest that 
there may be. 'a 'true tradition here of the martyrdom of the 
faithful', and draws attention to the tradition that dates 
Isaiah's death during Manasseh's reign. 
106 The fact that 
this accusation against Manasseh can be cited as one of the 
111 0 a. 
reasons for the destruction of Jerusalem and'the exIle of 
the South (cf. II Kings 24: 4), testifies to the incompatibility 
of this action with the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
. 
Although vs. 16b bas been treated as being 'super- 
fluous after vss. 11b and 15a, 
106 it reinforces the presenta- 
tion of the reign of Manasseh as one in which both he and 
the people sinned. Although Manasseh is accused of leading 
the people astray (cf. vs. 9), their responsibility is in no 
way ignored. Their involvement in the sin of Manasseh functions 
to stress the narrator's conviction about. the totality of 
the cultic degeneration of the South under Manasseh. 
In the light of all we have said above, the Manasseh 
era is presented as one in which the cult of the South, especially 
that of Jerusalem was far removed frord-the realm of cultic 
legitimacy. This illegitimacy is identified with the intro- 
duction of numerous foreign cults into Judah and Jerusalem.. 
Manasseh stands as the one reponsible for all this. 
Vss. 10-15 which are normally attributed to the exile 
editorg 
1017 draw out the consequences of this cultic illegiti- 
macy. These consequences are to be experienced, or we can 
say have been experienced by the entire nation. The trans- 
formation of the cult of Judah into a state of illegitimacyp 
leads to the most painful of all national experiences. Arki 
temple and city are all engulfed by national disaster. As 
such, the move away from cultic legitimacy is at the same 
time a move away from salvation to total destruction. This 
was the painful lesson of the Manasseh era. 
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3. Five minor themes drawn from the comparison of the 
cultic actions which are credited to the two kings, 
and function to create them in representatives of 
the two contrasting models of kingship 
The-consecluences of the king's relationship to Ahab 
Jehu is hostile towards 
the house of Ahab. This 
pleases Yahweh, and he 
allows Jehu's dynasty to 
survive for four genera- 
tions (II Kings 10: 30). 
Manasseh adopts the 
policies , of (the house 
of) Ahab, and this leads 
to the dethronement of 
the Davidic house 
(II Kings 21: 3910; ýcf. 24: 3-4). 
The close link created between Jehu's hostility towards 
the house of Ahab 
generations, equa 
giance to Yahweh. 
devout allegiance 
will last forever 
and the survival of his own dynasty for four 
tes the removal of the house of Ahab with alle- 
We can compare the link created between David's 
to Yahweh, and the promise that his dynasty' 
as this is set out in II Sam. 7.108 
Ahab functions in the Jehu story as a symbol of all 
that is totally antithetical to the legitimate Yahweh cult. Thus 
Jehuls 'doing right' is reflected above all else in the removal 
of the house of Ahab (10: 30a). This 'doing right' leads to the 
survival of his dynasty, just as its absence from Ahab and his 
dynasty leads to their destruction. 
The same argument holds true for the relationship 
created between the actions of Manasseh which are Ahab-like, and 
the removal of the dynasty to which he belongs. The consequences 
of Jebu's anti-Ahab policies present a sharp contrast to the con- 
sequences of Manasseh Ahab-like policies. The latter set in 
motion the same destructive forces which led to the destruction 
of Samaria (21: 13). Jehu through his destruction of the house 
of Ahab, stands as one who sharpens the consequences of the seeds 
of destruction laid by Ahab. He therefore becomes part of the 
same process which Yahweh uses to correct the sins of Ahab. 
S90 
Manasseh on the other hand, does not seek to correct these 
sins, but adopts them. He brings destruction to his dynasty, 
whereas Jehu enables his to survive for four generations., 
If as Montgomery/Gehman claim the reference to the 
'plummet of the house of Ahab' in 10: 13 constitutes "a render- 
ing into historical terms. of the omnious phrase 'the line of 
confusion and the plummet of emptiness' (Is. '34: 11), 11109 then 
it reflects the narrator's utter disgust with the reign of 
Manasseh. The relationship which is said to exist between 
Manasseh's policies and those of Ahab, is probably the narrator's 
way of insisting that the consequences of Manasseh's reign are 
totally justified, no matter how painful these may be. Not even 
the loss of the Davidic dynasty could be understood as too great 
a price for the sins of Manasseh. 
In both the Manasseh and the Jehu material, the fate 
of the dynasty of the king is interpreted in terms of the king's 
acceptance or rejection of the policies of Ahab. Manasseh's 
acceptance of the cultic policies of Ahab brings an end, not only 
to the dynasty to which he belongs, but also an end to his king- 
dom. But it is Jehu's rejection of the policies of Ahab which 
leads to the survival of his dynasty. The contrasting fates of 
the dynasties of the two kings reflects the contrasting models 
of kingship they represent. Manasseh represents the model of 
disfavourt and Jehu, the model of favour. 
(ii) The king! s attitude (compassion) towards the innocent 
Jehu avenges the innocent Manasseh sheds innocent 
blood of Naboth (II Kings blood (II Kings 21: 16). 
9: 26,30-37). 
The death of Joram at the hands of Jehu is interpretedt 
not as the removal of a rival, but as the avenging of the blood 
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of Naboth. If as we argued in ch. 5, Yahweh is portrayed an the 
avenger of the blood of Ahab in I Kings 21: 19-24,110 Jehu has a 
similar role thrust upon him in II Kings 9: 26,30-37. The command 
of 9: 25 makes a direct connection between the death of Joram 
(vs. 24) and the murder of Naboth. *Whitley finds some close 
parallels between the report of Joram's death and that of the 
death of Ahab in I Kings 22. This had led him to conclude that 
the story about Ahab's death is based on that about the death of 
Joram. ill 
But this link between the two stories helps to streng- 
I 
then the narrator's position that Joram is reaping the consequen- 
ces of the sins of his father. Joram like his father is declared 
guilty, while Naboth whose rights were violated remains the 
innocent party. Jehu thus becomes one who stands in direct 
opposition to the acquisition of Naboth's vineyard by Ahab. His 
killing of Joram is therefore the avenging of the innocent blood 
of Naboth. Jehu emerges as the protector of the rights of the 
innocent victims of Ahab and Jezebel. The death of Jezebel at 
his command (vss. 33ff) is an extension of this role. 
The accusation that Manasseh shed innocent bloodo places 
him in a category that is directly opposite to the one in which 
Jebu is placed. Whether the 'innocent' killed by Manasseh refers 
to 'child sacrifice to Attar the Venus-staril or to the persecu- 
112 tion of the prophets, the accusation functions In the Manasseh 
material to strengthen the negative image into which he is cast. 
Although the 'total silence' about prophetic activity during the 
r. eign of Manasseh may indicate the suppression of prophecy, 
113 
the stories about the death of prophets at the hands of Manasseh 




There is therefore little-more than the statement 
of vs. 16a that can be used as a commentary-on Manasseh's 
treatment of the innocent. His shedding of innocent blood 
can easily lead to a comparison, of his actions with Ahab's 
and Jezebel's role in the death of Naboth. As 16a now stands, 
it should probably be iiýterpreted to mean that the responsibility 
of the 0"; is to be laid upon Manasseh rather than that 
he himself was involved in the killings. But the similarity 
between his actions and thoseof Ahab and Jezebel creates him 
like Ahab into a royal model of disfavour. As the one who 
avenges the crime of Ahab and Jezebel-, Jehu becomes the very 
opposite of Ahab's protege Manasseh. Jehu therefore stands 
as the model of favour, while Manasseh is the model of dis- 
favour, given their contrasting attitudes towards the innocent. 
(iii) The king and the policies of Ahab 
Jehu removes Ahab's Manasseh imitates a cultic 
descendants and officials act of Ahab 
and his influence from (21: 3) 
Israel 
(9: 24ff; 10: lff) 
Jehu's removal of Joram, Jezebel and Ahab's seventy 
sons is probably to represent the removal of the cultic 
influence of this dynasty as well. The 0"3-13T and the 
of Jezebel in 9: 22 can surely be taken as representative of 
the general cultic picture that is painted of the khab era. 
Against the ýackground of the words of Jehu in 9: 22b, Joram's 
death along with that of his mother constitute a reversal for 
the cultic policies they represent. These policies are of 
course none other than those of Ahab. 
But it is 10: 11 that really tells of the comprehensive 
nature of Jehu's move against the policies of Ahab. Here are 
listed all those'who were crucial for the survival of the 




Each of these groups represents a specific area of the 
influence of Ahab. But whereas the influence of the first 
three can be treated as belonging to the more general areas 
of the king's life, the fourth relates specifically to his 
cultic policy. The removal of his priests can be interpreted 
as a decisive blow against the cultic policies of Ahab, given 
the crucial cultic role of priests in the Old Testament 
tradition. 116 That Jehu is credited with'their removal 
I 
must 
surely be a very positive element of favour for him. His 
action in contrast to most of those attributed to Ahab, 
becomes the removal of an alien cultic influence and the 
strengthening of the Yahweh cult. 
In contrast to the policies of Jehu, those of 
- Manasseh are closely identified with those of Ahab. This 
holds true for at least his relationship with the Asherah 
symbol. -His making of an 
Asherah is identified as the act 
that creates him into the model of kingship represented by 
Ahab. He therefore becomes a patron of the same cult to which 
Jehu is presented as being totally opposed. This is of 
course the Canaanite fertility cult in which Asherah often 
appears as the consort of E1.117 Manasseh is thus portrayed 
as a model of disfavour by virtue of his making of an Asherah. 
394 
His allegiance unlike that of Jehu,, is directed towards 
another god and-consequently constitutes a direct threat to 
Yahwism. 
The placing of the Asherah in the Jerusalem temple 
undoubtedly accentuates the threat created by Manasseh's close 
relationship with the Abherah. A policy of Ahab is there- 
fore not only adopted by Manasseh., but imposed upon what for 
the narrator is clearly the exclusive domain of Yahweh i. e. 
the Jerusalem tem ple. This creates yet another contrast 
between Manasseh and Jehu. Whereas the former surrenders 
the cultic, domain of Yahweh to an alien deity, Jehu as 
reformeryemoves the personnel and the cultic objects 
(cf. 10: llff) from his kingdom, thus regaining some influence 
for Yahweh. 
The regaining of some influence for Yahweh can also 
be thought of in terms of the regaining of an element of 
cultic legitimacy. This seems to summarize Jehu's cultic 
policy in spite of the exception noted in 10: 29,31. This 
exception of course places him in the same category as Ahab 
and the other northern kings. 
118 But his reform measures 
must surely act as a counterbalance to this. If so, the 
king by virtue of the contrast between his cultic policies 
and those of Ahab clearly emerges on a very favourable note. 
Similarly, the link between the cultic policies of Manasseh 
and those of Ahab makes a significant contribution towards 
his creation into a royal model of disfavour. The relation- 
ship to the cultic policies of Ahab seems to function with 
opposite effect in the material relating to the two kings, 
creating them into contrasting models of kingship. 
395 
(iv) The King and the cultic objects dedicated to Baal 
Jehu demolishes the pillar Manasseh erects altars 
and the house'of Baal. Baal (21: 3). 
(10: 26-27). 
Baal seems to function in the Samuel-Kings material as the 
quintessence of the total rejection of Yahweh. The one who is 
accused of showing allegiance to Baal is at the same time the one 
who rejected Yahweh. On the other hand, allegiance to Yahweh means 
nothing short of a total rejection of Baal. This conviction is 
ably expressed in the question posed by Elijah in I Kings 18: 21: 
How long will you go limping with 
two different opinions? If the Lord 
is God, follow him; but if Baal, then 
follow him (RSV). 
In this understanding of religious allegiance, there is no room 
for both Baal and Yahweh. But since Yahweh is Israel's God, then 
there can be no room for Baal. 
120 
This understanding of Israel's relationship to Yahweh and 
Baal is at work in the Jehu and Manasseh material. Jehu as the 
antagonist of Baal becomes a champion of Yahweh, while Manasseh 
as one who supports and patronizes the cult of Baal is accused of 
rejecting the way of Yahweh (cf. II Kings 21: 2ff). 
Jehu's antagonism towards Baal is articulated in terms 
of his destruction of two important things which played a crucial 
role in the Baal cult. There are. the pillar and the house of Baal 
12' 
The destruction of the patrons of Baal can also be placed along- 
side of these (cf. 10: 21ff). But the significance of the destruc- 
tion of the pillar of Baal and his house (temple) are undoubtedly 
linked to their function as representatives of both the presence 
122 
and the power of Baal. Hence their destruction indicate the 
demise of Baal. 
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The narrator of II Kings 10 seems bent on emphasising the 
total destruction of the pillar and the house of Baal. Whereas in 
vs. 26, we are told that the pillar was brought of the house of Baal 
and burntt in vs. 28 we are told that the pillar is demolished. 
123 Although there seems to be a measure* of duplication in these verses, 
it seems however that those reponsible for their present content 
and relationship were going all out to emphasise the total destruc- 
- 124 tion of what was an important cultic object in the Baal cult. 
If the pillar was accepted as a legitimate cultic object 
of the religion of Israel as the discovery of an ancient Israelite 
125 
sanctuary at Arad seems to suggest, '- the narrator of II Kings 10: 
26-27 is probably reflecting the position of those who saw it as 
a threat to th e cult of Yahweh. He there finds support in Ex. 23: 24 
and Deut. 7: 5.126 and would be opposed to the tradition of Ex. 24: 4 
which seems to lend some support to the function of the pillar as 
a cultic object within Israel. 
127 
The thrust of the narrative is that no cultic object 
belonging to the religion of another god should be tolerated in 
Israel, even if it is that part of Israel that has been led astray 
from the legitimate Yahweh cult. 
128 Jehu is the one in the narra- 
tive who epitomizes this conviction. This is also reflected in 
the report of his destruction of the house of Baal, 
The narrator is not content to simply tell of the 
destruction of the house of Baal, but goes beyond this to report 
the humiliating desecration of the building (vs. 27b). 
129 Baal is 
completely humiliated by Jehu and indeed Yahweh. Jehu's destruc- 
tion of the houýe (temple)130 of-Baal stands in stark contrast to 
Manasseh's introduction of the religion of Baal ihto the temple 
of Yahweh. 
SOT 
The contrast is sharpeiied since the action of 
Jehu deprives Baa-I of a house just as that of Manasseh 
131 
provides him with one. That Manasseh is reported to have 
built more than one altar for Baal may simply be the 
narrator's way of emphasizing the cultic depravity of 
Manasseh. - On the other hand his construction of two cultic 
objects for Baal creates a direct contrast with Jehuls des- 
truction of the two or three objects of Baal in 10: 26-27. The 
emphasis that is obviously placed on each action through the 
mention of the numbers involved goes a very long way to 
sharpen the contrast between the two models of kingship which 
the kings are made to represent. 
There can also be a contrast between the element of 
finality that is attached to the actions of the two kings. We 
are told that the house of Baal destroyed by Jehu was made 
c2ion--u- nitnqbý . 
'32 The word mivn-iy could of T 
course be a reference to the writerts day as Montgomery/ 
Gehman suggest. 133 But it can also be interpreted as a 
comment on the permanence of Jehu's action. It should be 
noted that the only reference to the worship of Baal after 
the Jehu reform occurs in the summary report of the sins of 
the North. (Cf. 17: 16). This clearly lends support to our 
suggestion that there is an element of 'finality' at work in 
the term Din-77. 
The element of 'finality' that is attached to 
Manasseh's use of cultic objects dedicated to Baal is to be 
found in the report of the destruction of Jerusalem 
(cf. 21: 10ff). His construction of altars for Baal is there- 
fore partly responsible for what is depicted as the inevitable 
consequences of his cultic actions. The reform of Josiah is 
89 
unable to avert this disaster. It would seem therefore. that 
whereas the reform of Jehu leads to the total destruction of 
the temple of Baal, the apostasy of Manasseh is cited as one 
cf the reasons for the catastrophic events that bring about 
the destruction of the temple of Yahweh (cf. 24: 3-4). Jehu is 
thus the model of favour, in contrast to Manasseh whose 
building of altars for Baal clearly portrays him as a royal 
model of disfavour. 
(vi) The kingts relationship to the survival of the cult 
of Baal in his kingdom 
Jehu wipes out Baal Manasseh patronizes the cult 
f-rom Israel of Baar-and extends its influence 
(10: 28) (2: 3ff) 
This verse from the Jehu material is usually 
treated as part of the Deuteronomic epilogue to Jehuts 
reign 
ý 34 It seems to be a summary of the reports about" 
Jehu's onslaught upon the cult of Baal. The verse seems to 
imply that the cult of Baal did not survive in the northern 
kingdom beyond the reign of Jehu. This of course raises a 
series of historical problems. 
135- But if the claim of vs. 28 
is seen as little more'than a positive statement about Jehu 
then it becomes part of the attempt to create him into a 
royal model of favour. 
But the verse can also be interpreted to mean 
that Baal as the strongest rival to Yahweh was completely 
depowered in Israel. The verse reads, M-n-PK MnZ lpýwj 
, witrn The verb 'InO 
.. r. .. -,, 
can be interpreted 
to mean total destruction. 
' 136 
and probably is used to under- 
line the fate of the Baal cult during Jehu's reign. The 
a9p 
totality of. the destruction is probably also to be taken as 
an indication of, the nation's return to Yahwism. Vss. 29 and 
31 however, claim that this return was far from complete, But 
Jehu's role in the process is for-him an element of favour. 
In contrast to Jehu who attempts to curb the 
influence of the cult of Baal in his kingdom, Manasseh is 
portrayed as a patron of this cult. This is achieved through 
the claim that he built altars of Baal as well as high places. 
We have already dealt with the part the building of the 
137 
altars playsin his creation into a model of disfavour. The 
accusation about his flirtations with 11 iDg also function 
to create him into a model of disfavour. The Ili= were one 
of the most important cultic sites of the Canaanite religion 
and were undoubtedly a place where the Canaanite god Baal 
was worshipped although Yahweh could also be worshipped on 
the same site. 
138 But the ones that were built by Manasseh 
are clearly to be understood as reflecting an anti-Yahwistic 
trend. This trend is emphasized by presenting Manasseh's 
action as a complete reversal of that of Hezekiah. 
This contrast between these two kings is also a 
contrast between their support for Canaanite religion and 
more specifically the cult of Baal. Manasseh therefore re- 
kindles the cult that Hezekiah is credited with removing. 
The same can be said when his actions are compared with those 
of Jehu. Manasseh brings life to the Baal cult that was 
placed under severe restrictions during the Hezekiah era,, 
while Jehu brings destruction to the same cult that is 
depicted as being at its strongest during the Ahab era. But 
at the same time the two kings through the, type of relation- 
ship they are portrayed as creating with the Baal cult, are 
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brought into a particular relationship with the cult qj Yghweh. 
Manasseh becomes one who works against the cult of Yahweh, 
and consequently a representative of the model of disfavour. 
Jehu, strengthens the Yahweh cult through his removal of the 
cult of Baalt, and becomes to a larie extent, a representative 
of the model of favour. 
In this section of the ebapter, we bave attempted 
to demonstrate how Manasseh and Jehu, primarily through certain 
actions credited to them, are created into representatives 
of the two contrasting models of kingship. These actions 
credited to the kings can be related directly to at least 
two of our major themes, A and C. We will now set out these 
actions of the kings in the context of A and C. The accusations 
against the kings as set out under B in our previous section 
will be stated as well. This will enable us to maintain a 
wholistic presentation of the way in which the Manasseh and Jehu 
material contribute to the development of the two models of 
kingship. 
Model of disfavour 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Model of favour 
The house of David is brought The house of Jebu will 
to an end because of the survive for four generations 
cultic policies of Manasseh because of the good cultic 
(II Kings 21: 10ff). policies of Jehu. (II Kings 
10: 30). 
First Theme 
The consequences of the king's relationship 
to Ahab. 
Manasseh adopts the poli- 
cies of (the house of) 
Ahab, and this leads to 
the dethronement of the 
Davidic house (II Kings 
21: 3,10; 24: 3-4). 
Jehu. is hostile towards 
the house of Ahab. This 
pleases Yahweh, and he 
allows Jehu's dynasty 
to survive for four genera- 
tions (II Kings 10: 30). 
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Model of disfavour Model of favour 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
Manasseh places an image Jehu did not turn from 
of an Asherah an altars the sins of Jeroboam. 
for the hosts of heaven i. e., he permits at the 
in the Jerusalem temple bull shrines of Dan and 
(II Kings 21: 4,7). Bethel (II Kings 10: 28,31). 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult 
Manasseh, followed the 
practices of the nations 
Yahweh drove out before 
Israel (II Kings 21: 2ff). 
Jehu wipes out Baal worship 
from the North, i. e. 9 he 
removes the non-Israelite 
cultic practices associated 
with the worship of Baal 
(II Kings 10: 18ff). 
Second Theme 
The king's attitude (compassion) towards the innocent 
Manasseh sheds innocent Jehu avenges the innocent 
blood (II Kings 21: 16). blood of Naboth (II Kings 
9: 26,30-37). 
Third Theme 
The king and the policies of Ahab 
Manasseh imitates the - Jehu. removes Ahab's des- 
cultic policies of cendants and officials 
Ahab (II Kings 21: 3). and his influence from 
Israel (II Kings 9: 24ff; 
10: lff). 
Fourth Theme 
The king and cultic objects dedicated to Baal 
Manasseh errects altars Jehu demolishes the pillar 
for Baal (II'Kings 21: 3). and house of Baal 
(II Kings 10: 26-27). 
Fifth Theme 
The king's relationship to the survival of the 
cult of Baal in his kingdom 
Manasseh patronizes the Jehu wipes out the cult 
cult of Baal and extends of Baal (It Kings 10: 28). 
Its influence 01 Kings 
21: 3ff). 
400 
The above-outline indicates how the concerns reflected in 
our three basic themes are juxtaposed to the five minor themes. 
Together they create the kings into representatives of the 
contrasting models of kingship. They function to demonstrate 
above all else, how the cultic stafus and consequently the 
future of the particular kingdom, is determined by the type 
of royal model its king represents. In other words, the combined 
themes cement the relationship between kingship and the experi- 
ences of the nation. It is to a brief discussion of this 
relationship that we now turn, to conclude this chapter. 
4. Jehu and Manasseh: The possibility of hope, the inevitability 
of destruction- 
The kingship of Jehu and Manasseh seems to draw 
out the contrasting themes of flexibility and inevitability 
as these relate to Yahweh's relationship to Israel. When 
Yahweh's favourable relationship with Jehu (cf. II Kings 9: 3ff, 
10: 30) is placed within the context of his (Yabweh_ls) total 
rejection of the northern kingdom, an element of flexibility 
is introduced into the Yahweh-northern kingdom relationship. 
The inevitability of destruction which was introduced in the 
Jeroboam material (I Kings 14: 10ff) and is hinted at in the 
Jehu material (cf. II Kings 10: 31-33), is now juxtaposed to 
the possibility of salvation. 
This possibility is manifested in the. Jehu reform. 
That Jehu is designated king by Yahweh's prophet which 
in the context of Samuel-Kings is equivalent to a designation 
by Yahweh, makes Yabweh the origin of the possibJlity of salva- 
tion for the North. The era of the Yahweh-designated Jehu 
thus becomes a hiatus in the history of a kingdom that was 
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launched on the road to destruction by its first king. 
Jehu transforms the history of his nation into a 
mixture of good and bad, hope and disaster. But he is made 
toýrepresent not only the goodness and the hope in contrast 
to all the other kings of the North, but also the bad and- 
the disaster. For the explicit statement that he did not 
reverse the, sin of Jeroboam (10: 31) seems to suggest that 
his own cultic flexibility as well as, the flexibility of Yahweh, 
was overcome by the inevitability of the destructive force 
of the sin of Jeroboam. 
Just as the Jehu tradition creates a hiatus in'the 
Yahweh-northern kingdom relationship, the Manasseh tradition 
seems to do the same for the Yahweh-southern kingdom relation- 
ship. The special saving relationship initiated with David 
and sustained to the Manasseh era undergoes radical readjustment. 
Yahweh becomes flexible even in his saving relationship with 
the elected Davidid dynasty. Judgement and destruction can 
be experienceo by the dynasty and kingdom he has elected. 
The Jehu and Manasseh material continues to wrestle 
with the sin-judgement, reform (good)-salvation relationship. 
The Jehu material can be seen to pose the question: why destruc- 
tion in spite of reform, as the Manasseh material seems to 
provide the answer to the same question, as applied to the 
southern kingdom. The reform of Jehu could not neutralise 
the destructive power of the sin of Jeroboam no more than 
the destructive power generated by the sins of Manasseh could 
be neutralise by the work of all the reforming kings of Judah. 
This was the testimony of national experience. Sin sets the 
, nation on a slide 'to 
inevitable destruction which cannot be 
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halted even through the flexibility of Yahweh and his reforming 
kings. 
Jehu and Manasseh constitute an acid test of kingship. 
They seem to reflect a negative conclusive assessment-of kingship, 
in spite of all the positive qualities the institution might 
have possessed. In spite. of all the good qualities that Jehu 
possessed, and in spite of the special relationship existing 
between the Davidic dynasty and Yahweh, the kingship of both 
North and South paved the way to disaster (cf. II Kings 10: 
31-33; 21: 11-15). It is to this relationship between kingship 
and disaster as reflected in the kings we have discussed that 
we now turn. 
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Manasseh on the other band, is accused of imitating the 
same Ahab, who is surely presented as one of the worse 
northern kings (II Kings 21: 3). 
2. cf. Fohrerl Introductionv p. 234;,. 
Van Seters, In Search of History, pp. 305-306. 
Eissfeldtv Introduction, p. 292. 
3. cf. Galling, K. 'Der Ehrenname Elisas vrd die Entrilckung 
Elias' Zth K 53 (1956) 129-148. 
4. Gray, I& II Kings, p. 563. 
5. cf. Noth, The Deuteronomistic History, p. 69. 
6. cf. Fohrerv Introduction, p. 234. 
7. cf. Dietrich, Prophetie und Geschichte, pp. 28ff; 
Mayesq The Story of Israel, p. 114. 
8. cf. above,, pp. 188ff, 260ff. 
9. Nelson cites 10: 30-31 along with I Kings 6: 11-13 and 
11: 11-13 as the few places where the 'historian ... had 
Yahweh speaking without any intermediary or any back- 
ground. ' But as we suggest there may be some theological 
reflection at work in this direct contact between Yahweh 
and King. Double Redaction, p. 111. 
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CHAPTER 
, -., -, 
KINGSHIP AND DISASTER : THE RELATIONSHIP- 
BETWEEN THE TWO MODELS OF KINGSHIP AND THE 
CONQUEST AND EXILE OF THE NORTH AND SOUTH 
We begin this final chapter of our study by noting 
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two important points about the models of kingship. The first 
is the close relationship that is created between the models 
of disfavour and disaster (judgement). Each of the kings 
that we have designated as representatives of the model of 
disfavour is credited with a particular act that brings 
disaster. Thus we find 
(a) Jeroboam- I Creates the bull shrines 
of Dan and Bethel 
(I Kings 12: 28; 14: 9) 
9his, causes the destruction 




(13: 34; 14: 10-11, 
14) 1 
and brings about the exile 
of the North (14: 15-16; 
II Kings 17: 21-23) 




Kills Naboth in order 
to acquire his land 
(I Kings 21: 1-16) 
Consults Baal I of 
Ekron instead of Yahweh 
about his recovery from 
his illness 
(II Kinp 1: 2) 
Reverses the reform of 
Hezekiah and introduces 
extensive non-Yahwistic 
elements into the 
Jerusalem cult 
(II Kings 21: 3fT) 
This causes (his) Ahab's 
death (21: 19) 
and the destruction of his 
dynasty . (21: 20-24) 
He does not; recover Pran 
his illness but dies 
(1: 4ff) 
This brings about the des- 
truction of Jerusalem 
(21: 12-13; 24: 3) 
and the exile of king and 
people 
(21: 14; 24: 3ff) 
Surely what is at work in this material., is a wrestling with the 
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relationship between disaster and what is interpreted as 
infidelity to Yahweh. Undoubtedly the importance-of the 
king's cultic role is heavily underlined, and so he is 
presented as the one who stands between disaster (judgement) 
and salvation. 
This role of the king is also crucial to the second 
point we wish to note about the models of kingship. Just as 
the royal models of disfavour are closely linked to the 
bringing about of disaster and judgement, the models of 
favour are instruments of, and also experience Yahweh's 
salvation. Thus : 
(a) David Moves the Ark in grand Declares his election by 
procession to Jerusalem Yahweh as king to replace 
(II Sam. 6: 1-19) saul (6-. 20-22) 
Intends to build a house He is given a house 
for the Ark (Yahweh) (ctrnasty) which will last 
(7: 2-3) forever (7: llbff) 
Builds an a. 1tar upon the The plague that was 
threshing floor of afflicting the land ends 
Araunah, - an anticip- (24: 25) 
ation of the future temple 
(24: 18ff) 
Secures Solomon's Ensures his dynasty con- 
succession to the throne tinues after his death 
(I Kings 1: 32ff) (2: 46b) 
(b) Hezekiah Reforms the cult in 
Jerusalem 
(ii Kirw 18: 4) 
He displays great acts 
of piety (18: 5; 19: lff; 
l4ff 20: 2-3) 
(c) Josiah Sets about to repair 
the temple (22: 3-7) 
Displays an act of piety 
when he hears the words 
of the law book found 
in the temple 
(22: 11) 
Jerusalem is saved from 
destruction by the 
Assyrians (19: 2P-37) 
Hezekiah is cured of his 
illness (20: 4-11) 
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(c) Josiah,, contd.... 
-He consults Huldah 
(Yahweh) about the 
demands of the book 
(22: 13) 
(d) Jehu Extermindtes the house 
of Ahab and reforms the 
cult of the North 
(II Kings 9: 14 - 10: 29) 
He is prcmised salvation 
(22: 18-20) 
He attempts to reverse the 
apostasy of Manasseh 
(23: lff) and the North 
(23: 15-20) 
He is prcmised the throne 
of Israel (the North) for 
four generations (10: 30) 
All of the four kings above not only enjoy tpersonall acts 
of divine favour, but the cultic acts credited to them seem 
to suggest the extension of their. status of favour to the 
wider nation. 
1 As with the models of disfavour, the king's 
disposition is interpreted as being crucial for the present 
and future. 
But it seems however that what can be termed a 
2 'streak of disfavourl is also attached to these four kings. 
Contained in this 'streak' is the sin-judgement (consequences) 
relationship that is at work in the model of disfavour. 
David becomes involved with Bathsheba and arranges'the death 
of her husband (II'Sam. 11), the sword engulfs his own house 
as judgement upon his actions (12: 10ff); Hezekiah shows his 
treasures and armoury to the envoys of the king of Babylon 
(IIXings 20: 12-14), and as a consequence of this, Isaiah 
declares that the king's treasures and his sons will be taken 
to Babylon (20: 16-19). In the Josiah material, the 'streak 
of disfavourl is the inability of his piety and reform to 
cancel out the consequences of the sins of Manasseh 
(23: 26-27), whereas in the Jehu material it is the failure 
of this king to renounce the 'sins of Jeroboam' (10: 31). This 
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failure on the part of these two kings can also be inter- 
preted as the failure to avert the conquest-and exile. of 
their nation. 
Indeed it seems as if the 'streak of disfavour, 
in the models of favour either anticipates or makes reference 
to the exile of North and South. Davidts flight from Jerusalem 
and its capture by a power hostile to the king, can function 
as an anticipation of the events recorded in II Kings 24 and 
25.3 In both cases there is the 'dethronement' of the legit- 
imate king by the hostile power, and the acquisition of his 
throne. We have already mentioned the reference to Babylon 
in the Hezekiah material, which as pointed out by Gray, may 
4 
reflect a 'case of later retouching' , The link-between an 
act of H. ezekiah and the exile of Judah, even if a late addition 
to the material, clearly reflects the inevitability of the 
5 disaster of exile. 
This theme of 'the inevitability of exile' is also 
present in the Josiah and Jehu material. The Josiah reform 
especially when viewed in the light of 21: 2-15 achieves only 
a 'temporary postponement' 
6 
of the destruction of Jerusalem 
and the exile (cf. II Kings 17: 19). The seeds of destruction 
planted during the Manasseh era came to fruition and bore the 
fruits of disaster. The death of Josiah as now reported, is 
probably also to be understood within this context. The 
report is not simply a 'conspiracy of silence, 
7 but places 
within the context of 'inevitability' the death of the king 
who was promised a peaceful death (22: 18-20). The theme of 
disfavour seems to impinge upon the pious king Josiah. 
8 
if 
indeed the report was added to the history by a second 
Deuteronomistic editor who set about to update, the history 
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and address it to the new exilic situation. 9 then the 
event of Josiah's death is probably meant to be interpreted 
in the context of the destruction of Jerusalem and the exile. 
His reform and his death become overshadowed by these two 
catastrophes. 
The comment oil Jehuls reign in II Kings 10: 31 is 
probably to be understood in relationship to those statements 
that link the exile of the North to Jeroboam's establishment 
of the shrines of Dan and Bethel (cf. I Kings 14: 15; 
II Kings 17: 21-23). This 'streak of disfavourl in Jehu seems 
to indicate, not only a weakness on the part of the king, but 
also the powerful engulfing power of the sins of Jeroboam. 
To claim that Jehu did not turn from the sins of Jeroboam is 
therefore to insist on the inevitability of the consequences 
of these sins. Jehuls reform like that of Josiah is only a 
positive phase in the march to exile. 
Given all that we have said so far, it would seem 
that the models of favour like the models of disfavour try 
to come to grips with the greatest problem experienced by. 
the North and the South, the problem of exile. It is not 
at all surprising that the kings that appear in the material 
relating the exile of the North and that of the South, seem 
to represent the model of disfavour. It is in this material 
that the relationship between kingship and disaster as mani- 
fested in the loss of land and city, and exile, reaches its 
climax. 
It is in this material that reports and comments 
upon the exile of the North and the South., that the final 
shaping of the models of kingship takes place. The material 
is easily identifiable. That relating to the exile of the 
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North occurs in I Kings 14: 15-16 and II Kings 17: 3-18, 
p 
20-41. The material relating to the exile'of the South is 
more extensive, and occurs in II Kings 17: 19; 21: 10-15; 
23: 26-27 and 23: 31-25: 30.10 We shall now discuss this 
material in relationship to our three major themes of 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty: 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence, and 
The place of the legitimate Yahweh cult,, 
to discover how these themes are put to work in the working 
out of the relationship between kingship and disaster. 
The Exile of the North (I Kings 14: 15-16; 11 Kings 17: 3-18 
20-415 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Hoshea, the king of the North who experienced the 
final Assyrian onslaught against Samaria, is credited with - 
a 'partial' element of favour. We are reminded that he did 
evil, but the narrator adds 
113Mý Ve TT: 
This is indeed a 'mitigation of the regular Deuteronomistic 
criticism' as pointed out by Gray, 
11 
and some scholars treat 
this commient on Hoshea as reflecting thepre-Deuteronomistic' 
stage of the first'edition of Kings. 
12 But vs. 4 seems to 
cancel out the favourable comment of vs. 2. The intrigue ltm 
of the king must surely count as an element of disfavour, even 
if it is presented as being directed against the king of 
Assyria. It is possible that we may have at work here, the 
idea that the king of Assyria is Yahweh's instrument of 
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judgement, and so any revolt against him is contrary to the 
designs of Yahweh. 
13 There is not only a contrast between 
vs. 2b and vs. 4, but Hoshea is now made directly responsible, 
or in the light of vss. 7,18,20-R3, partly responsible for 
the destruction'of the northern kingdom. There is within 
vss. -3-6 an expression of- the close link betweenkingship and 
disaster as reflected in the exile. 
VSS-3-6 can therefore be understood as being 
crucial for rounding off the royal model of disfavour, 
although these verses seem to be concerned primarily with 
the role of Hoshea in the Assyrian conquest of the North. The 
actions of the king and their immediate consequences are 
noted : 
14 -- Actions of king (a) He made overtures to So king of 
Egypt which was interpreted as an,, - 
act of treachery by the king of 
Assyria (vs. 4a) 
(b) He refused to pay tribute to the 
king of Assyria (vs. 4b) 
Consequences of (a) The king of Assyria arrested (In-)4. V_tjjI 
the king's actions Hoshea and placed him in prison (vs. 4c) 
(b) The Assyrians invaded the land (vs. 5a) 
(a) Samaria was besieged for three years 
(vs. 5b)16 
(d) Samaria is captured (vs. 6a) 
(e) The people are taken into exile (vs. 6b) 
Most critics would assign vss. 3-6 to the Deuteronomistic 
historian of the pre-exilic era. 
17 They seem to place the 
responsibility for the catastrophe that befell the North, fairly 
and squarely on the shoulders of Hoshea. But the later, 
commentary of vss. 7ff expands this responsibility to include 
that of the people and most of all, that of Jeroboam 1.18 
If taken as a historical report of the conquest and 
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exile of the North, the reporting of the arrest of the king 
before the capture of the city does appear a bit odd. The 
solution offered by several scholars sees the arrest of 
Hoshea*taking place on his attempt to meet the king of 
Assyria outside of the city, with a strong anti-Assyrian 
element in the city holding out against the Assyrians for 
three years. 
19 Whatever the true historical circumstances, 
Hoshea's revolt against the Assyrians (vs. 4b) and his arrest 
function in the narrative as a part of the catalyst that led 
to the downfall of the North. 
It seems therefore, that the report of the actions 
of Hoshea and the continuing strength of the people as seen 
in their resistance against the Assyrians for three years 
(vs-5b), may carry some implications for our understanding 
of kingship. That the city is able to survive for three years 
without a king seems to emphasize the complete demise of the 
institution of kingship. Thus coupled to the theme of the 
king's responsibility for the Assyrian conquest, is that of 
his dispensability. He not only instigates disaster, but is 
powerless to prevent it from engulfing his kingdom. 
The fate meted out to Hoshea should probably be also 
understood as indicating his exile to Assyria. He would have 
surely been among what Ellis terms the 'cream of Israel's 
citizenry' and the 'influential class' that were deported 
by Assyria. 20 The institution of the northern monarchy came 
to a dismal end. The element of illegitimacy with which all 
of the kings of the North are stamped, 
21 is now interpreted 
in terms of inevitable destruction and exile. 
But the role given to Hoshea as the one who is 
directly responsible for the downfall of the North, is to be 
It 
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closely linked to that of Jeroboam I who is given the 
identical role., This role is set out in vss. 21-23. Here 
the sin of the North i's clearly the sin of Jeroboam,, as 
22 pointed out by Nelson. Several,, suggestions have been made 
about the origin of vss. 21-23. These verses which Montgomery 
classify as a 'political exposition' declaring that the exile 
23 
was a 'just theodicyl, are assigned by Gray to a 
Deuteronomistic compiler. 
24 Nelson however argues that they- 
are secondary to vss. 7-20 and so should be dated-later than 
the Deuteronomistic historian and exilic editor. 
25 
Nelson terms the one responsible for the insertion 
a Isupplementerl who added vss. 21-23 'because he missed any 
26 
mention of Jeroboam's sin' . This seems to suggest that 
this tsupplementerl may be other than Deuteronomistic. 
But several scholars argue for the secondary nature of the 
perieope while still maintaining its Deuteronomic- 
(Deuteronomistic) origin. 
27 Dietrich, who treats it asýa 
Deuteronomic reflection, assigns it to Dtr. P. 
28 
an idea that 
seems to find some support in Mayes. 
29 
The introduction of vss. 21-23 into the material 
dealing with the fall of the northern kingdom serves to create 
a direct link between the sin of Jeroboam and the end of the 
northern 
, 
kingdom. 'It is indeed a type of resume' as pointed 
out by*Dietrich, 
30 
and outlines the history of the North. We 
may note the events that are to be understood as being 
important for the history of the North : 
(a) Yahweh tore Israel from the house of David (vs. 21a) 
(b) They (the people) made Jeroboam king (vs. 21a) 
(c) Jeroboam led the people away from Yahweh (vs. 21b) 
4p0, 
(d) The people followed, and'adhered to the sin of 
Jeroboam (vs. 22) 
(e) (As a result), 
31 Yahweh banished Israel from his 
presence as he had warned by the prophets (vs. 23a) 
They remain in Assyria ITTI, t3i"It 77 (until this day)32 11 J- (vs. 23b) 
It may be of some signifi6ance that Jeroboam only enters the 
picture at (b). We may also note that the people rather than 
Yahweh are cited as being responsible for his kingship. However 
in the story of his rise to power, Yahweh (cf. I Kings 11: 29ff) 
and the people (I Kings 12: 20) are made responsible 
(cf. also I Kings 14: 7-8a). 
33 
It would seem however that the narrator of vss. 21-23 
,f 
was more concerned with the traditions about Jeroboam's 
establishment of his national shrines and cult, than with the 
traditions about his rise to power. As such the role attributed 
to Yahweh in the story of Jeroboam's rise is completely ignored. 
His kingship which, leads to the exile o-f the North is shaped and 
conditioned not by Yahweh, but, by his own sin and that of the 
people. 
Jeroboam is identified by the narrator of vss. 21-23 
as the one who is directly responsible for the exile of the 
North. Since almost all of the kings of the North are accused 
34 
of walking in the sins of Jeroboam., they become little more 
than an extension of Jeroboam. Their kingship likehis,, becomes 
a catalyst that leads to disaster. In the light of the claim 
made in (b) above, kingship in the North is one that is devoid 
of Yahweh's initiative and presence. Because of this it can 
also be declared devoid of legitimacy. 
35 
4?? 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
According to I Kings 14: 9-16 and II Kings 17: 21-23, 
the creation and adoration of the bull symbols of Dan and 
Bethel is the chief reas9n for the exile of the North. The 
illegitimacy of these cultic symbols becomes manifested in 
the consequences of their ereation and adoration i. e. the 
conquest and exile of the North. The theme of destruction 
and disaster that is very closely linked to the bull symbols 
is thus maintained (cf. also, r Kings 15: 27-30). These symbols 
it would seem possess a powerful destructive force that brings 
36 about the extinction of Jeroboam's house, as well as the 
conquest and exile of the North. 
The presence of the bull symbols can then be under- 
stood as the rejection of Yahweh (cf. I Kings 14: 9). 
37 At 
least this is the claim of 17: 21b that emphatically states 
nin? linn mqil rrvi ITT 
The failure to follow Yahweh is thus 3. dentifi; a'as #1'71'71 oIKUTT 
The conquest"and exile of the North is therefore nothing short 
of Yahweh's judgement upon the presence and worship of the bull 
symbols of Dan and Bethel. 07 M, 1119un-17DD becomes Irv - v. 
synonymous with the agony and humiliation of exile. 
Although we are told that Jeroboam seduced ( T7T"1)38 
Israel from the way of Yahweh (17: 21b), i. e. he led them to 
adopt his buil symbols,, the people themselves are also 
accused of adopting several other cultic symbols. All of them 
are of course to be understood as illegitimate and alien to 
the legitimate Yahweh cult. In other words they represent 
the power and presence of a god (or gods) other than Yahweh. 
424 
The 'theological commentary, 
39 
of 17: 7-23 lists a number of 
illegitimate cultic symbols that were used . by the North. 
Since we have already discussed vss. 21-23, our 
inain concern at this point is with vss; 7-18,20. This 
40 
material is treated by most scholars as exilic. Cogan 
has however argued that it is a polemic from the Josianic 
era., justifying Josiah's occupation of the I North. 
41 But as 
Mayes has pointed out, the bulk of the material seems to 
42 
presuppose an exilic date. Indeed it sets out to tell why 
the North went into exile. 
43 
The reason given is the 
people's rejection of Yahweh as reflected in, among other 
things., their worship of pillars and Asherim (vs. 10), false 
idols (vs-15) and as stated above, the bull symbols of Dan 
and'Bethel (vs. 16). All these *stand not only as illegitimate 
cultic symbols, but also as rival symbols to the Ark and 
temple of Jerusalem. 
44 
Vs. 10 seems to stress the extensive nature of the 
cultic illegitimacy of the North. It speaks of multi- 
0 
plication of 11133D The term 
... .1- -r : 
(cf. I Kings 12: 23; also, Deut. 12: 2,3; Jer. 2: 20; 3: 6). 
suggests total submission to these alien cults. If indeed 
D"77KI llio-SV represents two deities, Baal and the 
mother godde I ss Asherah, 
45 
then these cultic symbols like the 
bull symbols of Dan and Bethel constitute illegitimate cultic 
symbols representing alien gods. 
46 Although vs. 10 may 
represent a stereotyped Deuteronomic cultic formula as pointed 
out by Hoffmann., 
47 its presence in material dealing with the 
conquest and exileý of the North serves to emphasize the link 
between disaster and the adoration of cultic objects that 
425 
cannot represent Yahweh's power and presence. 
The link is probably also at work in the peculiar 
accusation in vs-15 that declares : IýMn*l ý3UU 1"JOIS qDý01 
T 
This is the only place in Samuel-Kings where this phrase 
occurs, and has been treated as a borrowing from Jer. 2: 5.48 
The power of the phrase "is contained in the word ý311 
*: V 
There are numerous suggestions on how the word should be 
rendered in this context. Montgomery translates the phrase, 
'They went after vanity and became vain', 
49 
while Gray 
renders it 'They-walked after inanity and became inane. 
50 
The RSV on the other hand renders the phrase 'They went after 
false idols and became false'., The phrase seems to indicate 
a move into-4nothingness', and as Gray suggests the word 
contains a notion of 'delusion and unreality'. 
51 
But*, can also be used to identify a god 
52 
other than Yahweh. The rendering of the term as 'idols' 
by the RSV seem to capture this understanding of the word. 
Here once more is the idea of a cultic object that is anathema 
to the legitimate Yahweh cult. Like the bull symbols of Dan 
and Bethel, these idols, or Israel's worship of these idols, 
usher in disaster. In the context of II Kings 17 this 
disaster is exile, which is probably hinted at in the 
'nothingness' 17XI) that is experienced by the people. 
It seems therefore that the creation and adoption 
of cultic symbols other than the Jerusalem Ark and temple, 
produced according to the narrator of 17: 7ff the inevitable 
consequence of conquest and exile. The people as well as 
Jeroboam are made responsible for the creation of the symbols. 
King and people are therefore accused of adopting illegitimate 
cultic symbols that reflect their rejection of Ark and temple. 
426 
This rejectionýon. the-part of the people leads to their 
total rejection-of Yahweh (vs. 18). The theme that the 
absence of the legitimate symbol of Yahwehts power and 
presence leads to disaster, is present once more. 
53 
The place of the letitimate Yahweh cult 
Within 17: 7-18,20-41, we are told about the 
state of the cult in the North before and after the exile. 
Vss-7-18,20-23 reflect on the state of the northern cult 
in the pre-exilic era, whereas the material in vss. 24-41 
purports to be an account of the state of the northern cult 
after the events of 721 B. C. The thrust of both sections is 
the conviction that the state of the cult in the North-was 
one of illegitimacy before and after tduring ?) the exile of 
the northern peoples. It is however the cultic status of the 
northern cult before the exile, that is projected as one of 
the chief reasons for the exile. 
The material in 17: 7ff is closely linked to the 
events described in vss-3-6. A strong relationship is 
created between Hoshea's revolt against the Assyrians that 
led to the fall of Samaria, and the sins of Israel. Vs*-7 
seems to function primarily to create a sharp contrast between 
the infidelity of king and people and the goodness and com- 
passion of Yahweh. Thus the accusations 
can be placed'over against the reference to Yahweh's 
salvation of the people : 
P nk r 
OT 
The term can be interpreted as a reference to 
both North and Sbuth. Yahweh's salvation is therefore 
applied to the peoples of both nations. The commentary on 
the sins of the North is placed in what'Gray has termed 
'the context 'of the Heilsgesch: Lchte of the deliverance 
'from-Egypt,. 54 Sin and'salvation are thus juxtaposed; with 
the exile of the North being interpreted as the consequences 
of'sin and the rejection of salvation. 
The'' 13*)-117K 'mentioned by the narrator 
could be taken as a direct reference to the bull symbols of 
Dan and Bethel (vs. 16), or could simply be a general reference 
to Israel's infidelity to Yahweh. The latter is probably the 
case given the identification of several of these gods wor- 
shipped by the peoples of the North. Along with the'bull 
symbols of Dan and Bethel, vs. 16 identifies Baal as one of 
the CP'InK 13'V, 1'7ts worshipped by the North. But the bulk 
I.... .... 
of, vss. 8-15 can be understood as a reference to the practices 
of the Baal cult. This holds true for the VIM 111mm, nimm 
and indeed the practices of the nations removed by Yahweh 
(vs. lo). 55 The narrator ironically declares that the North 
suffered the same fate because of their adoption of the same 
practices. 
Vs-17 lists otýer cultic practices that led to the 
-conquest and exile of the North. These include child 
sacrifice, divination., and sorcery. The mention of child 
sacrifice is probably a repeat of the accusation of 
56 1 Kings 16: 34. It however now becomes the sin of all the 
people as opposed to being that of one person as in I Kings 16: 34. 
00, 
It is possible that what we' have at work in 17-`17 may be an 
attempt to attribute every possible deviant cultic act to the 
peoples of the North. The exile is therefore not only 
57 explained, but also'justifiled. That the people are 
reported'to have rejecteEl the message of Yahweh sent by his 
prophets'(cf. vss-13-14),, also functions as 6 part of this 
justification. 
As mentioned earlier, the material in vss. 24-41 
seems to claim that the illegitimate cultic status of the 
North persisted far beyond its existence as a nation. Cogan 
claims that the pericope is evidence for the Deuteronomistic 
interest'in the exile of Israel (northern kingdom). He goes 
on to'divide the material into two units,, vss. 24-34a and 
34b-409 41.58 Montgomery however further subdivides the 
material, to create four units, vss. 24-28,29-34a, 34b-40, 
vs. 41.59 
Noth treats most of the first unit (vss. 25-28) as 
a local tradition from the shrine of Bethel that was incor- 
porated into'the Deuteronomic history by the 'Deuteronomistic 
historian'. 60''Nelson refutes this claim of Noth,, and instead 
accepts the'suggestion of Gray that the unit was written by 
61 
a priest of the restored Bethel cult. It seems however 
that it is difficult to determine the origin of the unit,,, and 
indeed its importance seems to be related not to its origin, 
but to the statement it is making about the status of the 
cult in the North after the fall of samaria. 
-The unit draws a sharp'contrast between the religion 
practised by-the people brought into the land by the Assyrians 
4 
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and the religion of the God of"the land. Of course it is 
made fairly clear that TW 19 z is to be identified with 
Yahweh. A problem however enters with the report that it 
was-a priest of Bethel who taught. the newcomers the way of 
Yahweh. Given the status projected onto the priesthood of 
Bethel in the earlier material (cf. I Kings 12: 28ff; 13: 33)9 
the report of vs. 28 seems a bit odd. The cultic, illegitimacy 
-of Bethel (and the North) seems now to be based upon the 
cultic practices of the newcomers rather than upon the cult 
that was introduced during the life of the northern kingdom. 
Is it possible that the narrator of this unit regards the 
exile as-an end to all the institutions of the North 
including even the illegitimate cultic practices which were 
presented as being fairly widespread? As such the exile 
begins a new era,, although from a cultic perspective it, is 
not a better era. 
62 
Vss. 29-34a declare the futility of the work of the 
priest at Bethel. Nelson claims that these verses con- 
stitute an expansion upon vss. 24-28 and are probably the work 
of someone other than the 'exilic editor'. 
63 
Gray attributes 





Most scholars accept an 
exilic date for the unit, 
65 
while some have argued for its 
Deuterono'mic origin. 
66 
As it now stands, it emphasizes the 
presence as well as the persistence of anti-Yahwistic cults. 
VS-33 applies this specifically to the newcomers of the North, 
and so claims the continuation of illegitimate cultic 
practices there. If vs-32b is read in conjunction with vs. 33, 
then it is undoubtedly being argued that the state of the 
430 
nation as described in I Kings 12: 31; 13: 33 persisted after 
the fall of Samaria and the exile of the people. 
67 
The same conviction is to be found in vss. 34b-40.68 
69 70 This unit is thought to be exilic, or even post-exilic, 
Whatever its date its concern like the previous units is 
with the condition of the cult of the North during the exilic 
era. The new arrivals are again declared to be totally 
opposed to Yahwism. Vs-34b has been correctly cited as a 
denial of. the claims of vs-33a. 
71 The author of the former 
insists that the North continued to be engulfed in illegit- 
imate cultic practices. In the view of Cogan, he states 
that 'Even after punishment i. e. exile, Israel persisted in 
its former ways and sought no return'. The polemic of 
vss-34b-40 is, therefore to be understood as indicating 
Israel's forfeiture of the 'rights to their former inher- 
itance' . 
72 The anti-Yahwistic force that brought on the 
exile is therefore still operative. 
In the light of all that we have said above, there 
was it would seem, a failure to transfer the North into a 
place-with a legitimate Yahweh cult. Although vs. 41 tries to 
temper the criticism of the previous units, it still main- 
tains that the North was still far removed from the realm of 
cultic legitimacy. 
73 If it is referring to the same group 
of people which according to vss. 24-28 were instructed in the 
74 
ways of Yahweh, then their response to Yahweh is not unlike 
that of the previous residents of the North who did not 
respond to the words of the prophets (VBS. 13-14). If as 
suggested by Coggins, the designation 1-1 TJ 13 i 30 11 "T. V points 
to a date in the fourth century B. C. 
75 then an element of 
'comprehensive' illegitimacy is projected onto the North. 
431 
This element is seen to be present from its very inception 
(cf. I Kings 12: 26ff). 
At this stage we can safely claim that the problem 
of exile is addressed in all three of the themes discussed 
above. They identify a number of persons who are to be 
held responsible for the fall of Samaria and the exile of 
the people. -These are Jeroboam and (probably indirectly) 
Hoshea, and the people. But all three of the themes touch 
on the role of Jeroboam in bringing about these disasters. 
There is therefore what we term a 'Jeroboam factort that 
accounts for the end of the northern kingdom. This factor 
as it occurs in our three themes, and as it is related, to 
the exile of the North can be presented in the following 
summary form : 
A. Jerobomn who is made king of the 
North by the people, proceeds to 
lead them astray-fran Yahweh 
(throu8jý the establisbment of the 
rival illegitimate sanctuaries of 
Dan and Bethel) 
(II Kings 17: 21; cf. also, 
I Kings 14: 7ff) 
B. Jeroboam througb the creation of 
his bi i syrrbols, initiates a 
dramatic slide to disaster that 
ends with the conquest and exile 
of the North 
(32 Kings 17: 21-23; cf. I Kings 
14: 15-16) 
C. Jeroboam's sin was adopted by the 
people, who did not reject the 
worship of the bull symbols. Con- 
sequently., they were conquered 
and taken into exile 
(II Kings 17: 22-23; cf. also, 
I Kings 14: 15-16) 
THE CONSEQUENCE. 





(11 KINGS 17: 23) 
The presentation of the history of the North is one that is 
dominated from start to finish by the 'sin of Jeroboam'. He 
43R 
is indeed the 
'Unheilsherrscher who 
brings disaster and 
76 destruction. The history of the North becomes one in 
which the problems related to cultic legitimacyare constantly 
being explored. Indeed we can set out the history of the 
North under this theme in a similar pattern to the way it 
is set out in relationship to our three themes. This cultic 
pattern of the North is : 
The start of illegitimacy Jeroboam installs the bull 
symbols at Dan and Bethel, 
establishes a new priest- 
hood, and changes the 
established date of a festival 
(I Kings 12: 26ff) 




IV. lllegýitimacy and 
Almost all the kings of the 
North are reported to have 
walked in the 'sin of Jero- 
boam'. 77 
The people also walked in the 
'sin of Jeroboam' 
(I Kings 14: 15-16; 11 Kings 
17: 22) 
The illegitimacy of the bull 
shrines at Dan and Bethel 
will cause : 
(a) Their destruction and the 
end of their priesthood 
(I Kings 13: 1-10) 
(b) The extinction of the 
house of Jeroboam 
(14: 9-14; cf. also 
.92 13: 33-34) 
(C) The extinction of the 
house of Baasha 
(16: 1-4) 
The illegitimacy of the bull 
shrines of Dan and Bethel 
brings about 
(a) The conquest and exile of 
the North (I Kings 14: 15-1 
II Kings 17: 16,21-23) 
The peoplets involvement with 
non-Yahwistic cult also helps 
to bring about conquest and 
exile 
(II Kings 17: 7ff) 
4" 
V. The persistence" of 
gitimacy beyond 
conquest and exile 
The people brought in by the 
Assyrians, worshipped other 
gods, like the people who 
went into exile 
(17: 24-41) 
The cultic illegitimacy that steinmed from the establishment 
of Dan and Bethel, persists beyond the institution of king- 
ship. But given the close relationship that is created bet- 
ween this phenomenon and kingship it seems as if it could 
indeed be an expression as well as a manifestation of king- 
ship in the North. The institution as a physical entity 
comes to an end, but its fruits continue far into the future. 
The Exile of the South (Judah) (II Kings 17: 19-20; 21: 10-15; 
23: 26-27; 23: 31-25: 30) 
I The necessity to relate the destruction of Jerusalem 
and the exile of the South to the theological convictions 
associated with David, Jerusalem and the South, must have 
surely been one of the most difficult problems facing those 
responsible for the final shaping of Samuel-Kings. Yet it 
was inescapable. In the context of the three convictions 
(Themes) that the Davidic dynasty was Israel's only legit- 
imate dynasty (Theme A), the temple with the Ark was the only 
legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and presence 
(Theme B), and the South was the place of the legitimate 
Yahweh cult (Theme C), our task now is to discover how these 
three convictions/themes are made to relate to the crisis 
brought on by Babylonian conquest of Judah, and the exile of 
some of its population. 
4§4 
A. Israel's legitimate dynasty 
Although an element, of disfavour is projected onto 
several Davidic kings, the dynasty is still maintained as 
having a special relationship with Yahweh . 
78,11 Sam. 7 can 
therefore be seen as setting the stage as well as providing 
the context for the Yahweh-Davidic; dynasty relationship. 
79 
But the understanding of this special relationship was still 
able to wrestle with the contradictions of rejection and 
disaster, as the materials of the Succession story as well 
as those about the conquest and exile of the South indicate. 
As in the presentation of the history of the 
North,, a close relationship is created between disfavour, 
especially that manifested in cultic illegitimacy, and the 
disaster of conquest and exile. This relationship as it 
relates to the South., is-reflected in II Kings 17: 19-20. 
Here the end of the North becomes an anticipation of the 
end of the South. The element of disfavour is Judah's 
acceptance of the cultic practices initiated by the North. 
Exile therefore comes to the South, as to the North, as the 
direct consequence of the nation's indulgence in acts that 
were contrary to the commands of Yahweh. The Davidic king- 
ship is however closely bound up with these deviant actions 
and their consequences. 
The last three kings of the South, Jehoiakim 
Jehoiachin and Zedekiah, constitute one of the strong links 
between the Davidic dynasty and the conquest and exile of 
the South. Jehoiachin's surrender to the Babylonians and 
his exile to Babylon seem also to be an embodiment of the 
sins and consequences of his father's sins. His surrender 
4.15 
can be-interpreted as the projection of a negative element 
onto the Davidiq dynasty. His exile, like that of the North 
one and"a: half centuries earlier, seems to function in the 
material'as a foretaste of the final Babylonian onslaught 
that brings destruction and exile. But the fate of 
Jeholachin and probably-also that of Judah seems to be 
anticipated in 24: 9. Here this king is listed among the 
southern kings who 'did evil', and compared with his father 
Jehoiakim who is also' 'presented as an evil king (cf. 23: 37). 
The 'evil' of Jehoiachin like the evil of his father is 
undoubtedly to be interpreted as one of the more immediate 
causes of the fall of Jerusalem. 
8o 
Father and son seem to 
function in the narrative as the same sinful element with 
disastrous consequences. 
The crediting of the kingship of Zedekiah to the 
king of Babylon (24-. 17) raises straight away questions about 
the nature of this kingship. That a Davidic king'owes his 
elevation to kingship to Babylon rather than to Judah 
(Yahweh), functions as a type of evil omen for the Davidic 
kingship. This is however tempered by the fact that Zedekiah, 
in spite of his strong ties to Babylon is still of the 
Davidic dynasty. 81 On the other hand these ties also seem to 
be closely'identified with the judgement of Yahweh. 
82 
It is Zedekiah's disastrous rule that is identified 
as one of the crucial elements that brings the kingship of 
the South to an ignominious end. The report of his betrayal 
of the trust of the Babylonians is probably meant to indicate 
his weakness and insincerity. He plays a role not unlike that 
of Hoshea the last king of the North (cf-17: lff). Like 
Hoshea, he is the one who becomes directly responsible for the 
440 
final onslaught-of a foreign power. But he 
not only to the nation (25: lff) but also to 
sons (vss. 6-7). Indeed vs-7 strikes a dism 
Davidie-kingship. The institution comes to 





himself and his 
al note for the 
an end, with its 
his sight, and 
For the narrator(s) of this final episode of Judah, 
the reason for this dismal end extended tar beyond the weak- 
ness and insincerity of Zedekiah, or the power and might of 
Babylon. The reason, or at least the main reason is Manasseh. 
There are three passages that create a link between the 'sins' 
of Manasseh and the conquest of Judah by the Babylonians. 
These are II Kings 21: 10-15; 23: 26-27; 24: 2-4. These 
passages can therefore accuse Manasseh of cancelling out all 
the benefits (salvation) that were procured through David's 
special relationship with Yahweh. Manasseh emerges as a 
negative force that wreaks havoc with the positive saving 
force that was initiated by David. 
The acts of Manasseh which are identified as the 
chief cause of the end of Judah, and exile, stand in direct 
contrast to those of David that went to consolidate the 
kingdom of Israel. Destruction and consolidation are the 
two conflicting and opposing products of the Davidic dynasty. 
The relationship between the two as set out in the Manasseh 
and Davidic. material are as follows : 
David Manasseh 
The Babylonian capture and destruction 
of Jerusalem is the direct result of 
the sins of Manasseh 
(II Kings 21: 13; 23: 27b) 
David captures Jerusalem ftýcm its 
non-Israelite population and 
establishes it as his (Israel's) 
capital city 
(II Sam 5) 
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David Manasseh 
David rescues the Ark from 
obscurity and places it in Jer- 
usalem as a central cultic 
object, the only legitinate rep- 
resentation of Yahweh's power and 
presence 
(II Sam. 6) 
David (and Israel) receives 
fran Yahweh rest fran enerrdes 
(II Sam-7: 1) 
Manasseh makes a graven image and 
places it (alongside the Ark) in 
the house of Yahweh., where Yahweh 
had pranised to David and Solomon 
that his name (ark ?) (84) will 
: 6est for ever 
(II Kings 21: 3,7) 
He also made Judah to sin with 
idols 
(vs. ll) 
Judah is conquered by her enenW 
Babylon., and is taken into exile 
because of the sins of Manasseh 
(3: j Kings 21: 14; 23: 27; 24: 2-4) 
Manasseh like Jeroboam is aacused of-sowing the seeds that 
led to conquest and exile. His kingship like those of 
Jehioakim, Jehoiachin and Zedekiah represent the element of 
. disfavour 
in the final phases of the Davidic dynasty. But 
these kings, in a real sense are merely extefisions of the 
evil era of Manasseh. They are manifestations of the con- 
tamination that Manasseh is accused of introducing to the 
cult of the South. Like him they are legitimate members of 
Israelts only legitimate dynasty, the Davidic dynasty. But 
this status is forfeited and they become, especially Manasseh, 
harbingers of destruction and exile. 
B. The legitimate representation of Yahweh's power and prese 
The destruction of the Jerusalem temple marks the 
end-of a cuitic era for Judah and indeed Israel. 
85 
The 
removal of the temple constitutes in the context of Samuel- 
Kings, the removal of the institution that indicated Yahweh's 
abiding 'presence with his people. 
86 
The narrator of 
II Kings 25 carefully notes the extent to which the temple 
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was rendered useless. This is conveyed Partly through. thp report 
of. the removal of important artefacts and utensils from the temple 
by the Babylonians (vss. 13-17). The taking of these to Babylon 
like the burning of. the temple (vs. 9), represents a reversal for 
the important role and status gived to this institution in 
Samuel-Kings. 87 
The history of the temple is as turbulent as that of the 
nation. Its his 
From: (a) The 
(II 
To: (b) The 
Ark 
Through: (C) Its 
tory moves along the following path: 
birth of the idea of a temple with David 
Seým. 7). 
building of the temple and the placing of the 
in it by Solomon O'Kings 6: 1-8: 11). 
repair by Jehoash (Joash) (II Kings 12). 
(d) Its desecration by Ahaz (II Kings 16). 
W Its reform by-Hezekiah (II Kings 18: 14b; 19: 22). 
(f) Its desecration by Manasseh (II Kings 21: 4ff). - 
(g) Its reform by Josiah (II Kings 23)., 
To: (h) Its destruction by the Babylonians (II Kings 25: 9). 
Nos. (a), (b), (c), (c)'and (g) represent the high points of the 
traditions about the temple, just as (d), M and (h) represent 
its demise. 
The destruction of the temple could also be interpreted 
as the destruction of the power which it symbolised. The power 
once manifested by the Ark which was probably still housed in the 
temple, did not withstand the power of the Babylonians. But the 
references to the destruction of temple and city in the earlier 
material, especially the Manasseh material, seem to interpret this 
event, not as an indication of the demise of Yahweh's power, but 
as an indication of his judgement (II Kings 21: 12ff). The sins of 
king and people lead to disruption of the crucial link between 
Yahweh and the community as symbolised by Ark and temple. 
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Kingship and temple remain s interwoven from the begin- 
ning to the end of its existence. 
88 The idea of its construction 
(II Sam. 7) and its dedication (I Kings 7) which are surely to be 
understood as high points of the Davidic kingship, can however be 
contrasted with its destruction brought on by another Davidic 
king, Manasseh (II Kings 21: 12ff). If a king is made responsible 
for the consolidation of Yahweh's power and presence among his 
people by the building of the temple to house the Ark, one is 
also responsible for the destruction of these important symbols. 
Kingship becomes the matrix within which the convictions about 
these symbols of Yahweh's power and presence are related to their 
destruction and the exile. 
The narrator of II Kings 25: 9 seems to report the destruc- 
tion of the temple as a matter-of-fact way. It is is just another 
of the many buildings destroyed by the Babylonians. Absent is any 
traces of the agony which is reflected in the report of the same 
event in Ps. 79. The psalmist is moved emotionally by the destruc- 
tion of temple and city. It seems however that the narrator of 
II Kings 25 sees the event as one of the logical consequences of 
the nation's sins (cf. 24: 3-4). What for the writer of Ps. 79 was 
undoubtedly an affront to the cultic significance of temple and 
Ark, is fitted into the sin-consequence approach of the narrator 
of II Kings 25e The sins of Manasseh and the people engulf city, 
and temple. and land. 
C. The Dlace of the leeitimate Yahweh cult 
The death of the priests and temple personnel adds a pecu- 
liar dimension to the Babylonian onslaught. It engulfs those who 
were crucial for the link between Yahweh and his people. The link is 
now broken, severed as one of the consequences of sin. The people are cast into 
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a. void without kingg teriTle and priests. 
89 Without these elements 
the cult of the. South was far from being legitimate. The-ir 
removal ushers in the end of the legitimate Yahweh cult of 
the South. 
The removal of the population (or part of the 
population) of Jerusalebi makes the same statement. This act 
can also be interpreted as the removal of the worshipping 
community of Jerusalem. In other words the supporters of 
Israel's only legitimate cult are not only deprived of their 
cult., but are banished to a land where it could hardly be 
reconstructed. 90 
Priests, cultic personnel and people are all victims 
of the disaster brought on by the sins of Manasseh. His 
actions not only transform the cult of the South in his own 
day, but also bring the ultimate transformation : its des- 
truction by the Babylonians. From being the place of the 
legitimate Yahweh cult, the South becomes the place that 
experiences Yahweh's judgement. The judgement comes because 
it would seem people and cult were pushed by Manasseh beyond 
the point of no return (cf. 21: 10ff). 
Given all that we have said above about the exile 
of the South, it seems as if the problem of 
Ithe 
exile of the 
South surfaces in all three themes. As is the case with the 
material relating, the fall and exile of the North, several 
persons (kings) are closely linked to the fall and exile of 
the, South. Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, Zedekiah are all made 
responsible for the immediate conditions that resulted in 
the Babylonian conquest and exile of the South. But in the 
material of each of the themes, Manssseh stands out as the 
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Unheilsherrscher. There. is clearly the preucno@ of 
a 'Manasseh factor' similar to the 'Jeroboam factort men- 
tioned earlier. 
91 Again it can be presented in relationship 
to our three themes, and exile ; 
A. Manasseh., although a menber of the 
Dav He-dynasty creates abardxiable 
cultic conditions which not even 
Josiah a David redivivus; (92) could 
rectify 
(II Kings 23: 26-27) 
B. Manasseh throuEýi the erectim of his 
IT619 and other illegittnate cultic 
objects,, initiates a drmmtic-slide 
to disaster which ends with the con- 
quest and exile of the South 
(32 Kings 21: 10-15; 24: 3-4) 
C. Manasseh, through his 'cortamination' 
of t-ie-legitimate Yahweh cult at 
Jerusalem provokes Yahweh to anger 
and incurs his judgement 





TAKEN INTO EXILE 
(11 Kings 21: 10-1. 
23: 27; 24: 2ff) 
Although. Manasseh unlike Jeroboam is not presented as the 
creator of a new cult, his relationship to the one that 
existed is deemed to generate as much destructive power as 
Jeroboam's cultic activity. The Manasseh era becomes one in 
which the South is pronounced worthy of destruction and exile. 
It is also one that functions as an assessment of the 
institution of kingship especially as it relates to the South. 
Kingship is indeed plunged to the very depth in the Manasseh 
material. But at the same time this material is placed along- 
side that which reflects the more positive sides of kingship. 
Conquest and exile is a resounding blow against the 
institution, but this blow is cushioned first by the good 
kings and probably most of all by the release of Jehoiachin 
from prison in Babylon (25: 27-30). This presentation of the 
440. 
kingship of the South can be illustrated by the f@11gwing 
diagram : 
Models of Favc4m 
Good king (like David) 
Josiah 
Hezekiah (Jehoiachin Released) 
Models of Disfavour Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, Zedekiah 
Ahaz Manasseh Bad king (like those of the North) 
This is the pattern of kingship for the last years of the 
South. The release of Jehoiachin from prison seems to echo 
a positive note about kingship, hence his placement as a 
released prisoner of war in the area of favour. But it 
ýs 
to this event and its implications for the presentation of 
kingship that we shall now turn. 
The implications of the report of the release of Jehoiachin 
for the models of kingship (II Kings 25: 27-30) 
Although this final section of Samuel-Kings reads 
like a simple historical report, it has long been recognized 
as reflecting a comment upon the future of Israel. Since for 
several comrýentators 25: 21 is the end of the Deuteronomic 
history, vss. 22-26 and 27-30 are 'post redactional appendices' 
and are not the work of either the pre-exilic historian or the 
93 
exilic editor'. Noth however treats these verses as an 
integral part of the Deuteronomic history, and claims that 
44? 
they were added by the'Deuteronomistic historian' and 
94 )drawn from his-own knowledge'. Noth's analysis is of 
course conditioned by his understanding of the development 
95 
of the Deuter. onomic history. -The addition of the peri- 
cope was obviously the work of someone in the exile although 
the exact identification of such a person in relationship to 
a Deuteronomic group is. far from clear. 
In the context of our study, the pericope can be 
treated as making a definite statement about kingship. The 
nature of this statement will depend to a very large extent 
on whether the pericope is understood to be making a negative 
or a positive statement about the future of Israel. Both 
positions find support among Old Testament scholarsý. For 
'Noth, the message of Vss. 27-30 is entirely negative. It 
simply refledts the'authors 'scrupulous respect for 
historical factt, and holds out no hope for the future. 
96 
This opinion of Noth has been challenged by von Rad. 
He argues that a close relationship exists between the promise 
to David in II Sam-7. and the report about the release'of 
Jehoiachin. This*event according to von Rad functions as 
fulfilment of the promise in II Sam-7.97 Indeed the peri- 
cope is an expression of hope for the continuation of the 
Davidic dynasty. 98 In a similar vein, Dietrich claims that 
99 the permanence of the dynasty is undoubtedly affirmed. 
Other support for the positive nature of 25: 27-30 is to be 






The interpretation of the release of Jehoiachin as 





But as the latter 
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scholar points out, the 'unconditional character' of the 
promise of II Sam-7 in the final form of the Deuteronomic 
history may suggest the presence of some Davidic hope in 
25: 27-30.105 It can har'dly be dqnied that these verses 
leave open the possibility of hope. This hope is bound up 
with., it would seem, the last Davidic king. 
Jehoiachin then holds together the two contrasting 
models of kingship that are present in Samuel-Kings. The 
accusation that he did evil, and was like his father 
Jehoiakim (II Kings 24: 9) imposes upon him an element of 
disfavour that can link him to other representatives of the 
royal model of disfavour. His surrender to the kingof 
Babylon (vs. 13) makes him directly responsible for the fall 
of Jerusalem into Babylonian hands, whereas his exile (vs. 15) 
creates him into-a manifestation (or one of them) of Yahweh's 
wrath and judgement. Within 24: 8-25: 26, ýehoiachin reflects 
all that is repulsive about the, kingship of the South and 
probably kingship in general. 
But his release from prison seems to reintroduce 
the close relationship between the Davidic kingship and 
Yahweh that is reflected at several points in Samuel-Kings. 
106 
In the words of Ackroyd,, 'Even after years of captivity, the 
Davidic king is a symbol of the enduring love and goodness of 
107 God'. The institution of kingship becomes the channel 
through which Yahweh's salvation is reflected. Johoiachin's 
release is an indicator that this salvation is still operative 
even in the restrictions of exile. 
Kingship therefore remains an institution riddled 
with contradictions. Its final state is one that is deter- 
mined by a power that represents the judgement of Yahwehs but 
40 
at the same time it is also one that hold@ oppyl th@ 
future. 1 Od- Jehoiachin is therefore made to embody the 
future not only of kingship, but also that of the entire 
nation. ' He seems to represent a. stage of kingship in, which 
the promises of Yahweh encounter the disaster and distress 
of exile, especially as-it relates to the Davidic king. The 
dramatic encounter becomes a change of status for Jehoiachin. 
The narrator of 25: 27-30 notes the significant elements of 
this change of status : 
(a) The king is freed from prison during the very 
first year of Evil-merodach (vs. 27) 
(b) Evil-merodach speaks kindly to king Jehoiachin 
(vs. 28b) 
(c) He confers upon Jehoiachin a special status above 
the other captive kings (vs. 28b) 
(d) Jehoiachin abandoned his prison garments (vs. 29a). 
(e) He dines at the king's table (vs. 29b) 
(f) He is given a regular allowance for the rest of 
his life (vs-30) 
This course of, events constitutes a quenching of some of the 
corrosive destructive power that was manifested in kingship, 
especially that of Manasseh. It reflects a model that is in 
a state of becoming, one that seems to be in a state of flux. 
In other words, kingship seems to be once more in a formative 
but somewhat uncertain stage. And herein lies its hope. The 
Davidic line was still available, to be moulded into the 
model of favour that once manifested itself in David. 
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4ý 'A 
CONCLUSION 
The, foregoing study has been an attempt to isolate 
the models of kingship in Samueý-Kings. Our basic, position 
is that most, if not all of the material within I Sam. 15 - 
II Kings 25 can be related to the institution of kingship. 
There*are'two important point0s that can be'noted at this 
stage. 'The first relates to the type of methodology used 
in our analysis of the. material. We have used three basic 
themes relating to the legitimacy of the rival dynasties, 
cultic symbols and cultic sites to assist us in the isolation 
of the models, but have also drawn upon many of the discip- 
lines of Old Testament studies. -The themes along with these 
disciplines merge into each, other to produce the methodology 
employed in our study. This methodology can be set-out in, 
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The literary and theological concerns are of coures the 
main ones at work-in our'study. But at various points the 
others were also at work. In Ch. 2 for example, some of the 
problems raised in the area of the History of Religion are 
addressed'as they relate to the establishment of the cults 
of the North and the South. The issues raised by the 
cultic symbols of the Ark and the bulls of Dan and Bethel,, 
as well as the complexity of the history of, priesthood are 
touched on. 
' But even here., the literary and theological 
questions are still given priority. 
The approach as set out above, enables us to 
identify models that are shaped by several forces. These 
forces all go to produce an understanding of kingship that 
places it at the very 'hub' of Israel's history. 
2 'It is 
around the king, to a very large extent, that the story of 
3 Israel in Samuel-Kings revolves. Yahweh is of course ever 
present as a determinative factor, but the king is given a 
crucial role in relation to the good and bad experiences of 
the nation. 
4 The models of kingship can be understood as 
interpretations of these experiences. 
This leads us to our second point within the 
Samuel-Kings material, the models of kingship are made to 
function as interpretations of the national experience. Four 
important themes are utilized in this process. The first is 
the king's-role in sustaining or destroying the relationship 
between Yahweh and the nation. The destruction of the 
relationship is of course conveyed through a national 
catastrophe, or one that engulfs and destroys a particular 
dynasty. The division of the kingdom which at the same time 
05 
5 is a drastic adjustment of the David-Yahweh relAtippohip, 
is brought about by the sin of Solomon (I Kings 11), just 
as the destruction of the kingdom is attributed to the sin 
of Manasseh (II Kings 21). Similarly, what is described 
as a special relationship between Yahweh and Jeroboam and 
indeed his new kingdomý, is destroyed by Jeroboam's cultic 
innovations (cf. I Kings 11: 29ff; 14: 7ff). The negative 
elements that constitute the 'stuff' of which the models of 
disfavour are made, create the model into interpretations 
of the national experience. 
The kings that represent the model of favour not 
only sustain but strengthen the relationship between 
Yahweh and the nation. Thus the prototype of the model, 
David, functions as a channel through which the nation is 
able to experience.: -the goodness of Yahweh. David not only 
secures for the nation rest from all her enemies (II Sam. 
4: 17ff; 7: 1), but establishes the Jerusalem cult that 
becomes crucial for the relationship between Israel and 
Yahweh (II Sam. 6; 24: 18ff). Hezekiah's pietyýwhich affirms 
his status as a representative of the model of favouV, 
6 
becomes the basis upon which an interpretation of the 
7 Israel-Assyria encounter is constructed. The interpretation 
of a national experience becomes inextricably bound up with 
the re-creation of the model of favour. On the other hand 
Josiah, a far more extensive re-creation of the model of 
favour, is given the leading role in what is presented as 
one of the most important national events, the thorough 
reform of, the southern and northern cult. He not only 
strengthens the relationship between Yahweh and the nation 
by virtue of these reforms, 
8 
but the positive (good) cultic 
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phase he represents stands as a counterbalance to the 
negative cultic phase'of the Manasseh era. 
9 
It seems however that the model of favour is also 
made to relate to the bad experiences of the nation. This 
is achieved, in the traditions of David and Hezekiah by 
attaching an 'element'of disfavourl to these two kings. In 
the case of David, the national experience becomes synonymous 
with his own. The king disrupts the relationship between 
Uriah and Bathsheba and as a consequence. that betweefi Yahweh 
and himself (I, I Sam. 11: 27b), and suffers. another disruption, 
that of, the nation as created by Absalom (15: lff - 
10 
Hezekiah whose piety evokes Yahweh's deliverancp of Jerusalem 
from the destruction of Assyria (II Kings 19: 1-37), is also 
the same one who brings Yahweh's judgement of exile upon his 
sons and the nation (20: 12-19). 
ll 
In the Josiah material, the 'element of disfavourl 
unlike that in the Davidic and Hezekiah material, is not the 
direct consequence of the king's actions,, but that of his 
predecessor Manasseh (II Kings 23: 26-27). The David rediVivuB 
not only suffers an ignominious death (23: 29-30). 
12 but his 
piety and reform are unable to stop the slide to disaster 
generated by Manasseh. Here the good and bad experiences of 
the nation'are merged into the model of favour. The harsh 
reality of the national experience was that the good and 
the positive did not cancel out the bad and negative elements 
of the nation's life. Josiah, the ideal re-creation of the 
prototype of favour David, is made to embody all the con- 
tradictions of national experience. His death which seems 
to contradict the prophetic promise of 22: 18-20, and stresses 
the limitations of his reform (23: 26-27) is the real indicator 
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of national experience. 
It, wa's undoubtedly the need to-relate national 
disasters and setbacks to the tradition about election and 
covenant, that was largely responsible for the creation Of 
the model of disfavour. The 'element of disfavourl present 
in the model of Pavour also represents this quest for an 
explanation of disaster. 
13 The division of the Davidic 
kingdom in spite of the'close bond that was believed to 
exist between Yahweh and*David (cf. II Sam-7; I Kings 11: 12ff); 
Jeroboam's rejection of Yahweh and his legitimate cult at 
Jerusalem which is clearly to be understood as an act of 
ingratitude on the-part of Jeroboam (I Kings 14: 7ff), and 
which leads inevitably to the destruction of the northern 
kingdom (II Kings 17: 21-23); and finally, Manasseh's 
'contamination' of the Jerusalem cult (II Kings 21: 4ff) 
which leads to the conquest and exile of the South 
(21: 10ff; 24: 3-4). had to be 'squared' with the traditions 
of election and covenant. The loss of the land, the cult, 
and the exile of both North and South found a, natural 
theological refuge and indeed explanation in the 'badt 
kings who represent the model of disfavour. It is not at 
all surprising therefore that the model of favour becomes 
14 little more than a symbol of hope. But then hope in the 
context of the Biblical tradition is also an integral part 
of the int6rpretation of-the national. and indeed human 
15 
experience. 
The second theme that functions to create the 
models especially the model of disfavour into an inter- 
pretation of national experience, is the theme of sin. What 
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can'only be described as a profound understanding of the 
power of sin, is reflected in the material of each model. 
It seems as if this is projected as a corrosive force that 
can be. at work in both models and eventually produces 
disaster. The models and more so the model of disfavour 
function as generators'as well as reservoirs of sin. The 
model of-disfavour sustains the theme in the presentation 
of kingship, making it the explanation of both individual, 
dynastic and national disaster. 
16. 
With the model of disfavour, sin creates an 
enduring stamp of disaster. The sin of Jeroboam, i. e. his 
creation of the rival shrines of Dan and Bethel functions 
as a highway to destruction, with each northern. king being 
sucked into the vortex. The cult of Dan and Bethel as a 
manifestations of sin, is credited with a power that extends 
far beyond that of Jeroboam, or any other individual king. 
Jeroboam initiates the force, while other kings of the Nortjý 
and Manasseh help to sustain it. 
17 The model of disfavour 
is used not only to explain the downfall of. the kingdoms 
(II Kings 17: 21-23; 21: 10ff; 24: 3.4). but also the prolon- 
gation the corrosive power (sin) that brought about the 
downfall. 
The model of favour also wrestles with the 
relationship-between the king, sin,, and national experience,, 
especially, that of disaster. The story of David's involve- 
ment with Bathsheba introduces the theme into the prototype 
of the model (II Sam. 11-12)., while the story of Absalom's 
revolt seems to draw out the consequences of the king's sin 
for the nation. The theme of sin is again interwoven with 
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that of the national experience. The same is true of the 
Hezekiah material in II Kings 20: 12-19, where the king 
displays his treasures and his armoury to the Babylonian 
envoys. Hezekiah becomes a link between the betrayal of 
trust in Yahweh, 18 (sin) and the exile of the nation 
(consequence). A reprbsentative of the model of favour is 
made partly responsible for the most unpleasant of national 
experiences, the conquest and exile by the Babylonians. 
19 
The other side to the theme of sin, is that of 
the judgement of Yahweh (cf. II Sam. 12: 7ff; I Kings 14: 9ff; 
15: 29-30; 11 Kings 21: 10ff). Just as sin stands as the 
cause of national disasters as well as personal ones, so 
judgement is the consequence. There is therefore the 
correlation : sin/cause - judgement/consequence. But each 
element of this correlation is carefully integrated into 
the two models, with the model of disfavour receiving far 
more than the model of favour. Indeed it is the prevalence 
of these elements that transforms the model of disfavour 
into an interpretation of the national experience. Conquest 
and exile is the consequence of sin. 
20 
But the close relationship that is created between 
sin and conquest/exile, draws into the models another 
important theme, the interaction of Israel with other nations. 
This constitutes our third theme that contributes to the 
interpretat-ive function of the models. The nations perform 
a dual function that is crucial to the interpretation of the 
national experience. They represent a threat to a good 
Yahweh-Israel relationship (cf. I Kings 16: 31ff; II Kings 
21: 2), but also the manifestation of Yahweh's judgement upon 
the faulty relationship (II Kings 17: lff; 20: 16ff; 21: 10ff). 
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In the Samuel-Kings material, the king plays an 
important role. in the creation of relationships between 
other nations and their states. Heýtherefore constitutes 
the factor that determines the type of relationship. This 
is reflected in each model. With the model of disfavour, 
the nations are primarily a negative force, whereas the 
model of favour, while reflecting this understanding as 
well, also seems to suggest the possibility of. a positive 
force. 
The model of disfavour seems to be concerned with 
basically two effects of Israel's relationship with the 
nations. The nations are first and foremost a disruptive 
cultic force in the Yahweh-Israel relationship. This idea 
seems however to lack direct expression in the prototype 
Jeroboam, It is only if the bull symbols are identified 
as representative of the non-Israelite cult that the nations 
can be identified as a negative force in the prototype. 
21 
The relationship between the North and its neighbours would 
then become a negative one initiated by the prototype of 
disfavour,, Jeroboam. 
I 
It seems however that it is in the Ahab material 
we find a far more extensive exploration of the relationship. 
Jezebel represents the epitome of the disruptive cultic 
force that can destroy the possibility of creating any 
relationship between Yahweh and the North. She therefore 
functions in the material as a representative of the model 
of disfavour. 
22 That she is Sidonian rather than Israelite 
(I Kings 16: 31), only helps to highlight a powerful-negative 
element in the relationship between the North and another 
nation. She therefore draws into the model of disfavour the 
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theme of sin (judgement) as it relates dirogtly tg tho cult 
of other peoples. In this context Ahab becomes co- 
representative of the model of disfavour. His marriage to 
Jezebel like his support of her alien cult (I Kings 16: 31ff), 
underlines the negative dimension of the relationship between 
his nation and hers. - 
The second effect of Is. rael's relationship with 
the nations that emerges from the model of disfavour, is that 
relating to the function of these nations as instruments of 
Yahweh's judgement. This second effect is closely related 
to the first. The borrowing of cultic elements from other 
peoples leads to the destruction by other peoples. This con- 
viction appears in the Jeroboam and the Manasseh material. 
Jeroboam's making of other gods and his casting Yahweh behind 
his back merits the exile (cf. I Kings 14: 9ff). In other words 
the actions of Jeroboam that are understood to indicate 
allegiance to-another god, or the god of other peoples, leads 
to conquest by other peoples (cf. II Kings 17: 21-23). 
Several of the acts Manasseh is accused of, are 
those of non-Israelite, cults. 
23 
He stands as the represent- 
ative of the model of disfavour that implants the cult of the 
nations in the central cultic place of Yahweh. Indeed the 
narrato. r of II Kings 21 seems to be claiming that the cult 
of the nations replaced that of Yahweh. But the direct link 
that is created between Manasseh's non-Israelite cultic 
practice, and the conquest and the exile of the South by 
the Babylonians (cf. II Kings 24: 3) represents that negative 
element in the relationship between the nations and the 
model of disfavour. The message is the same as that. 
relating to Jeroboam : allegiance to the gods of other 
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peoples brings about the conquest by other. peoples. 
When we turn to the model of favour, there seems 
to be a measure of ambiguity present in the understanding 
of the relationship with other peoples. David as prototype 
introduces into the model the motif of the nations' 
vulnerability when confronted with Israel. His conquest of 
the Philistines (II Sam. 4: 17-25), and the Ammonites 
(12: 29-31) reflects this motif (cf. also I Sam-30). But a 
more positive understanding of the non-Israelite is also 
present in the Davidic material and so enters the model of 
favour. The kindness Achish extends to David especially his 
gift of Ziklag (I Sam. 27: 1-7). seems to convey a softening 
of" the strong anti-Philistine sentiments that are expressed 
in the books of Samuel. The model holds together in the 
Davidic material two contrasting types of relationships bet- 
ween Israel and the Philistines. 
The relationship between Israel (Judah) and other 
peoples is also touched on in the Hezekiah and, Josiah 
material. These two representatives of the model of favour 
reflect several understandings of the relationship between 
their nation and other peoples. The story about the 
Assyrian attack on Jerusalem (II Kings 18: 13-19: 37), 
introduces into the model the theme of the crucial rola*of 
Yahweh in the Israel (Judah)-Other nations encounter. Thii3 
functions to highlight the importance of the king's piety 
and-allegiance to Yahweh for the demise of the natio. n that 
confronts Judah. With this representative of the model of 
favour, (Hezekiah), as with the prototype David, the vulner- 
ability of ttie alien hostile nations depends to a large 
extent upon the type of model the king represents. 
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But this understanding does not seem to be 
reflected in the relationship between the"other re-oresent- 
ative of the model of favour, Josiah, and-oýher, -peoples. 
Josiah's piety points to his-own Vulnerability rather than 
that of his enemies. With Josiah, an"ide: al mode 1 of favour, 
the triumphal approach-to Israel's relationship to the 
nations that is to be found in the Davidic and Hezekiah 
material, is tempered if not completely denied. This is 
achieved through the report of the untimely*death of the 
good Josiah (II Kings 23: 29-30), 
24 
and the 'confession'th'at 
not even his reform, his supreme expression of piety, was 
able to prevent the conquest and exile of the South 
(23: 26-27). Here it seems several questions are raised 
about the traditional understanding between Israel and t1-1e 
nations. The disruptive cultic, force which they represent,, 
and which found a great measure of freedom in the Manasseh 
era, cannot be counterbalanced by the model of favour, 
Given all that we have said above, it would seem 
that'both models'attempt to come to grips with all that the 
encounter between Israel and other nations entailed. Each 
model reflects an awareness of Israel's vulnerability. The 
model of'disfavour points to the inevitability of israel's 
destruction when she loses her cultic and national identity. 
Her overtures to the nations especially the cultic ones con- 
stitute a march to destruction by the nations (cf. also, 
II Kings 20: 12-19). The model of favour also wrestles with 
the inevitability of destruction by the nations (cf. II Kings 
23: 26-27). but it seems to point beyond this inevitability to 
the possibility of a better future. 
25 
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The possibility of a future constitutes the 
fourth theme that enables the models to-function as inter- 
pretations of the national experience. The kings and the 
people, had determined the-past by their sinful flirtations 
with the cults of the nations. But could this negative 
influence be also determinative of the future? Since the 
models. of kingship represent a reflection on human 
(Israel's) experience, then reflection about the future 
was inescapable. As is the case with the other themes we 
have looked at, there is a significant difference between 
the two models in the present area of concern. One can of 
course question the extent to which the model of disfavour 
wrestles with the question of a future. The stamp of sin 
that is placed upon the North, and especially its kings, 
from the very start seems to deny any possibility of a 
future (cf. 1 Kings 12: 30ff). And yet the mere knowledge 
that the kingdom of the North lasted for over two hundred 
years, seems to insist that there was a future far beyond 
the time of Jeroboam. But how is this reflected in the 
models of disfavour? 
The future as reflected through the models of dis- 
favour is one of sin and/or destruction. There are several 
passages in the Jeroboam material that address the question 
of the future of the North. In I Kings 13: 1-3 the man of 
God from Judah predicts a bleak future for the cult of 
Bethel. Priests and altar will be destroyed. Jeroboam's 
sin as manifested in his erection of the altar and his 
appointment of priests (cf. 12; 31) creates a future marred by 
death and destruction. The same idea is present in 14: 10-16. 
The future spells destruction not only for Jeroboam's dynasty 
but, also'for the entire kingdom. 
All this introduces into the model an understanding 
of the future that is conditioned by the'61ose links that are 
seen t'o exist between sin and'consequence. This understanding 
is also reflected in the Ahab material ('cf. I Kings 21), the 
Ahaziah material (II Kings 1), and in the Manass'eh material 
(II Kings 21). The future cannot rise above the consequences 
of sin. The model of disfavour conditions not only the 
present, but the future as well. It is often in the future 
that the judgement of Yahweh is waiting. 
Although it is true that the sin of Jeroboam is 
cited as one of the reasons for the fall of the North 
(cf. II Kings 17: 21-23). the survival of this 'sin' for two 
centuries must have surely posed a problem for the 
presentation of the history in the context of a closed sin- 
judgement relationship. The problem is partly solved by 
transforming the destructive power of the sin into a latent 
(potential) force that engulfs each king, and each era. The 
future becomes only the reflection of the past and the present. 
It holds the destruction whose seeds were sowed in the past 
and continues to grow in the present. 
With the model of favour, the future is seen 
primarily in terms of the prototype, David. The Davidic 
material highlights several understandings of the future. 
There is first of all the conviction that the future is con- 
trolled by Yahweh. In the story of David's rise topowe-. 4 
(I Sam. 15-II Sam-5), his anointing by Samuel on the corLmand 
of Yahweh (I Sam. 16) constitutes the controlling factor in 
his march to kingship. Yahweh's shaping of the future'works 
in spite'of all the many attempts to frustrate it 
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(cf. 1 Sam. 18ft). The idea of Yahweh's control of the 
future also finds expression in the words of David in 
II Sam. 15: 25, when his own future is presented ae being 
totally dependent upon the mercies of Yahweh. 
But undoubtedly the Davidic covenant (11 Sam-7) 
is the most important element for understanding the 
relationship between the model of favour and the future. 
26 
in a similar fashion to the sin of Jeroboam, it introduces 
into the model a force that is seen to determine the type 
of future the nation will experience. The promise of an 
eternal dynasty for example, can be interpreted to mean that 
the nation will not only always have a king, but one that is 
a type of David. 
27 Each Davidic king therefore steps into 
an ensured future. 
But the Hezekiah and Josiah material seems to 
modify this understanding of the future that enters the 
model through the Davidic material. Hezekiah's showing of 
his treasures and armour to the Babylonian envoys (II Kings 
20: 12-19) introduces a future that holds the possibility of 
exile (20: 16-18). The limitations of the king in determining 
the future are pushed to the fore. The same is done in the 
Josiah material where his limitations are presented in terms 
of the failure of his reform to prevent the conquest and 
exile of the South (23: 26-27). 
Iý may be ironic that the possibility of a (good) 
future is finally expressed not through the representatives 
of the model of favour, Hezekiah or Josiah but through one 
that is closely aligned to the model of disfavour. The 
function of Jehoiachin in this respect may be due to more 
than a desire to be faithful to history. 
28 It elearly places 
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all hope for the future outside of the two traditional 
models of kingship. The future that was determined by the 
Davidic model of disfavour Manasseh*is brought to an end. 
But the new future is experienced by one who is far removed 
from being a model of favour. He does not deserve this 
future. Another factor seems to be at work, and this is 
none other than Yahweh. The future is therefore removed 
from the models and becomes Yahweh's future. The models 
not unlike Israel and Judah become dispensable. The control 
and quality of the future rest not with any king good or bad, 
but totally with Yahweh. 
29 
On the basis of all that we have said on the four 
themes discussed above, we can safely claim that the models 
of-kingship seek to pull together several threads of the 
Israelite experience. Kingship it seems becomes a 'catchall' 
holding together the conflicting experiences of Israel's 
history. The institution is therefore never pushed into a 
realm of perfection, but remains in the arena of harsh 
reality, making desperate attempts to make sense of all the 
contradictions of history. 
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NOTES TO CONCLUSION 
1. efi, above, pp. 64ff; 71ff. 
2. Sandnel, The Hebrew Scriptures., (New Yorkq 1963). p. 441. 
cf. Hayes and Miller, Israelite & Judaean, History, 
pp. 121ff. 
4. On this point we may note von Rad's comment that the 
'Deuteronomistic theology of history'-and 'the word 
which creates history' are related 'in the most direct 
way to the kings'. He goes on to argue, 'They (the 
kings) are the real object of this operative word, it 
is they who are sustained by it and they who by it are 
destroyed. 
- 
The people stands and falls with them'. 
Theology Vol. I. P-344. 
5. Although the promise to David is still maintained in the 
context of the gift of the kingdom to Jeroboam 
(I Kings 11: 11-13,29ff), the mere fact that Jeroboam 
is given part of the Davidic kingdom constitutes it 
seems a denial of Davidic claims over all Israel. 
6. cf. above, pp., 325ff. 
7. The prayer of Hezekiah (II Kings 19: 15-19) which stands 
as the supreme manifestation of his piety, introduces 
the theme of the power of Yahweh over against the 
impotence of the other gods. The prayer also functions- 
in the narrative as a basis for the Isaiah oracle 
(vss. 20-34) and is important and indeed indispensable 
for the interpretation of the Israel-Assyria encounter. 
cf. Clements,,, Isaiah and the Deliverance of Jerusalem, 
PP-56ff. 
cf. - above, pp. 275ff. 
9. On this poSitive-negative cultic relationship, 
cf. Hoffmann, Reform und Reformen., pp. 27ff- 
cf. above, pp.. 200ff. 
11. It is highly possible ýhat the reference to the loss 
of the royal treasures and most of all the exile of 
the king's sons to Babylon represents the fate suffered 
by the nation at the bands of the Babylonians. There is 
a strong case-for regarding the reference (vss. 17-18) as 
a 'later retouching' as suggested by some scholars. 
cf. Gray, I& II Kings, P-702. 
12. On this, cf. Frost, JBL 87 (19*68) 369-382. 
469 
13. On the problem of seeking an explanation for the 
disaster produced by the Babylonian conquest and exile, 
cf.. Klein, Israel in Exile, pp. lff. 
14. For several scholars the model of favour as represented 
by its prototype David was eventually absorbed into the 
messianic tradition. Although there are numerous 
problems in determining the exact relationship between 
this tradition as understood in the Deuteronomic history, 
and its developments in the prophetic literature, there 
is still a theological and a historical link between the 
two. The Messiah as the ideal Davidic king eventually 
became the supreme symbol of hope. 
cf. von Rad, Theology Vol. I, PP-316ff. 
15. cf. Minear, P. S. 'Hope' IDB Vol. 2. pp. 640-643. 
16. In this respect Manasseh fulfills the dual role of 
continuing the work of the northern kings, and explaining 
national disaster. 
17. cf. Debus, Die Sunde Jerobeams pp. 93ff- 
18. Although there is no explanation given about why 
Hezekiah's display of his treasures to the Babylonian 
emissaries was wrong, it is probably to be understood 
as a betrayal of trust in Yahweh to protect Jerusalem. 
If indeed there is a close link between the Hezekiah and 
Isaiah materials at this point, the story of vss. 12-19 
is far more than a simple explanation of the catastrophe 
of 598 as pointed out by Clements. The motif of faith 
and trust in Yahweh may be at work in the story as well. 
cf. Clements, Isaiah and the Deliverance of Jerusalem, 
pp-66-67. 
19. cf. Ackroyd, SJT 27 (1974) 329-352. 
20. cf. Klein, Israel in Exiles PP-57-60. 
21. On the problems related to this identification, 
cf. Cross,, Canaanite Myth, pp. 274ff. 
22. af. ab o ve., p p. 262f f. 
23. Cf. the claim of McKay that 'Manasseh was apostate to 
the paganism of Cariaan, Phoenicia, Arabia and 
possibly even Egypt". Religion in Judah, p. 26; also, 
Ringgren, Israelite Religion,, p. 99 
Fohrer., History of Israelite Religion, PP-135-136. 
24. It could be argued however that 
is an attempt to adjust the Itr 
Hezekiah material. 
of. Ackroyd's discussion on the 
and judgement/repentance in 
SJT 27 (1974) 329-352. 
the prophecy of 20: 16-18 
iumphal approach' in the 
theme of exile/restoration 
the Hezekiah material. 
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25. cf. Klein, Israel in Exile, p. 67- 
26. cf. von-Rad,, Theology Vol. It PP-308; 
Klein, Israel in Exile, pp-39-41. 
27. This seems to be reflected in the messianic tradition, 
but finds a powerful expression in the Jeremiah raterial 
(cf. 23: 5-6),. 
cf. Klein, Israel in Exile, pp-53ff. 
28. This'is of course contrary to the position of Noth 
who finds in 25: 27-30 a reflection of an interest in 
historical details. The Deuteronomistic Historys p. 98. 
29. cf. Klein, Israel in Exile, p. 40. 
The hope of a better future is of course present at 
several points in the Deuteronomic history 
(cf. I Kings 8). Commenting on this trend in the 
Book of Kings, Childs has correctly argued that 
the 'Writer of Kings does not restrict the presence 
of God to either the temple or the land, the 
possibility of renewed blessing is left open to the 
hope of future Generations'. 
Childs, B. S. Introduction to the Old Testament as 
Scripture (London Z79); p. 2977. 
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